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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Mr. Atrrep Youna has been appointed County Court Judge 
for Circuit No. 25 (Wolverhampton and District) in the place 
of Judge Grirrirn resigned. Mr. Younc, who was called to 
the bar in 1858, is a member of the Oxford Circuit and Recorder 
of Gloucester. 





TuE IMPORTANT judgment delivered by the Court of Appeal 
in Re Olympia (Limited) proceeds upon the two principles—(1) 
that to enable Pg of a company to retain a on the 
ground that they have discl it in the prospectus, it is 
essential that the disclosure should be actual and not construc- 
tive—that is, the fa made must ap 
upon the prospectus, and must not be merely ascertainable 
documents referred to in the prospectus; and (2) a company is 
not necessarily bound by a contract which has been entered 
into by the directors pursuant to the articles of association if 
the directors do not form an independent board. In Re Olympia 
(Limited) pro was, in the hands of a former company, 
subject to debentures for £100,000 and to a mortgage for 
£10,000, and its value was not sufficient to pay off these 
charges with arrears of interest in full. A scheme 
was formed for purchasing the debentures and m 
at less than their nominal value, and for p - 
ing the property at a price sufficient to pay off the incumbrances 
in full, and then for re-selling toa new company at a profit. 
The promoters would thus secure a double profit, first on the 
purchase of the debentures, and next on the resale to the new 
company. A syndicate was f to carry out the scheme and 
part of the debentures and the whole of the m e@ were 
purchased. The mortgage was bought for £500, and it realized 
over £6,000 ; £27,220 was given for debentures which realized 
ultimately over £42,000. On the transaction, therefore, there 
was a profit of some £20,000, On the resale of the property to 
the new company there wasa further profit of £40,000, the 
property being purchased for £140,000 and sold for £180,000. 
The latter profit was fully disclosed in the prospectus issued on 
the formation of the new company, and in the present proceed- 
ings no ep has been made to recover it, but the former 
profit could only be discovered by following up inquiries sug- 
gested in the p and it was claimed that as to this the 
promotors were liable to refund. 
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Tue contract for the resale of the property was entered into 
between trustees for the syndicate and a trustee for the intended 
company and, among other provisions, it contained a clause that 
its validity should not be impeached on the ground that the 
vendors, as promoters or otherwise, stood in a fiduciary relation 
to the company, nor should they be required to account for any 
profit made by the purchase of any of the debentures or of any 
other charges on the property of the old company. The new 
company was formed for the express object of carrying into 
effect this agreement, and the articles provided that the directors 
should adopt it with such modifications (if any) as might be 
agreed upon. The capital was to be £155,000 in £5 shares, 
which, with £70,000 to be raised by debentures, would give the 
purchase price of £180,000 and leave £45,000 for working 
capital. As mentioned above, the prospectus stated 
specifically the profit made by the syndicate on 
the resale; moreover it referred to the agreement for sale to 
the trustee for the new company. But it did not give any hint 
that such agreement contained a clause securing to the syndicate 
the profit on the purchase of the debentures, and an intending 
subscriber consequently could only have discovered that such 
profit was being made by examining the contract itself. Accord- 
ing to the decisions hitherto, it seems to be correct to say that, 
in the absence of fraud, a reference in a prospectus to a docu- 
ment is effectual to give notice of its contents, assuming, of 
course, that the document is offered for inspection (New Som- 
brero Co. v. Erlanger, 5 Ch. D. p.111; Hallows vy. Fernie, 3 Ch. 
p. 477). Inthe present case, however, the Court of Appeal held 
that the reference to the contract did not constitute 
sufficient disclosure of its contents, and in the case of profits 
made by persons in a fiduciary position to the company 
it will be necessary henceforth for the profits to be justified 
solely by what appears upon the prospectus. The case was 
made stronger against the promoters by the fact of the profit on 
the resale being specifically mentioned, it being a natural 
inference that no other profit was being made. But though 
there was no sufficient disclosure to subscribers, it was still pos- 
sible to argue that there was disclosure to the company which 
would be a bar to proceedings taken in the name of the com- 
pany. The contract was adopted by the directors, who, of 
course, were aware of its contents and were aware, therefore, of 
the profit which was being made on the purchase of the deben- 
tures. But this knowledge the Court of Appeal refused under 
the circumstances to impute to the company. The directors, in 
fact, knew too much. They knew of the profits not only 
because the contract was brought before them as directors, but 
because they were themselves to share in them as members of 
the syndicate. Where it isa question of securing profits for a 
promoter it requires more than the mere knowledge of directors 
to bind the company. ‘The directors must also form an inde- 
pendent body and with independent minds assent to the tran- 
saction. In the result, accordingly, the share of the £20,000 
which was in question in the present proceedings was ordered 
to be refunded. 


A new and very serious burden would be imposed upon 
trustees if any extension were given to the principle under 
which retired trustees can be made liable for breaches of trust 
committed by the new trustees, but fortunately no hint of any 
such extension is contained in the judgment of Kexewicn, J., 
in Head v. Gould. It is clear that where a trustee who refuses 
to commit a breach of trust retires from the trust for the pur- 
pose of enabling a trustee who will commit the bréach of trust 
to be appointed, and the new trustee in fact does commit that 
specific breach of trust, then the old trustee as well as the new 
trustee is liable (Palairet v. Carew, 32 Beav., p. 568; Webster v. 
Le Hunt, 9 W.R. 918). It has been suggested that this result 
depends on the doctrine of agency, and that the old trustee is to 
be treated as authorizing the committing of the breach of trust 
by the new trustee ; but this is not strictly correct, for at the 
time when the breach of trust is actually committed it 
cannot be supposed that there is any relationship of prin- 
cipal and agent between the old and the new trustee. Tho 
new trustee is himself the principal so far as relates to the 
trust estate then in hishands. In Head y. Gould Kexewicn, J., 
has propored as a safer ground for the rule, the duty of the old 








trustees, upon handing over the trust estate to their successors, 
to take reasonable care for its continued safety, but this in turn 
is not altogether easy to reconcile with the limitation that the 
old trustees are only liable for a breach of trust which was 
expressly contemplated when the property was handed over, and 
not for a different breach which the new trustees may commit 
(see Clark v. Hoskins, 27 L. J. Ch. 561). The doctrine 
of the case just cited is very clearly expressed by Kexewicn, J., 
in his present judgment: “It will not suffice to prove 
that the former trustees rendered easy or even intended 
a breach of trust if it was not in fact committed. They must be 
proved te be guilty as accessories before the fact of the impro- 
priety actually perpetrated.” These words indicate exactly the 
ground upon which liability is brought home to the former 
trustees. Their retirement from the trust renders possible the 
specific breach of trust then in contemplation, and when it is 
committed the liability falls upon them as being, for practical 
purposes, its authors. But they are not visited with the conse- 
quences of breaches of trust which were not in their contempla- 
tion. In Head vy. Gould the old trustees, so it was found, never 
contemplated the breach of trust committed by the new trustees, 
and, notwithstanding that they retired in order to get rid of the 
importunity of their cestui gue trusts, they were absolved from 
liability for the breaches of trust committed by the new 
trustees. 





WE PRINTED recently (ante, p. 448) a letter from a correspondent 


calling attention to a point of practical importance which arises” 


when a mortgage given to a married woman to secure money 
advanced by her is paid off or transferred. The recent decision of 
Kexewicn, J., in Re Brooke and Fremlin’s Contract (ante, p. 431) 
settles that where the money belongs to the married woman as 
her separate estate she is able to reconvey the mortgaged property 
without the concurrence of her husband and without acknow- 
ledgment. But it frequently happens that there is nothing in 
the title to shew that the money is the separate property of the 
wife, and it then becomes a question whether the person taking 
a conveyance from her is entitled to be satisfied on this point. 
If the money in fact belongs to the husband, it would seem 
that the wife’s unacknowledged deed is still sufficient to pass 
the legal estate. Such estate has been acquired by her since 1882 
—it is assumed that the mortgage is subsequent to that date— 
and she has, therefore, complete power of disposition over it. But 
this, probably, would not save the property from being still sub- 
ject, in thd hands of a purchaser, to a charge in favour of the 
husband, provided the purchaser had notice, actual or construc- 
tive, of the husband’s rights. In the case mentioned by our 
correspondent it seems to have been well known that the married 
woman was dealing with her husband’s money, and we should 
imagine that a purchaser would not be safe in repaying it into her 
hands. But ordinarily the purchaser hasno such actual knowledge 
of the title to the money, and the question for him is whether he 
ought to inquire. To answer this it seems material to know 
whether the marriage took place before or after the commence- 
ment of the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882. If before, 
the money primd facie belongs to the husband, and the wife 
must shew that it was hers, either by proving that it was settled 
to her separate use, or that she acquired it after the Act. If 
the marriage took place after the Act there is no presumption 
that any money with which the wife is dealing belongs to her 
husband. In matters of property she is on the footing of a 
stranger to him, and an inquiry whether the money is her own 
is no more necessary than in the case of an ordinary mortgagee. 
As our correspondent pointed out, the difficulty should be 
obviated by making the husband a party to the mortgage deed 
for the purpose of acknowledging that the money is his wife’s 
separate property. Where this has not been done he ought to 
join in the subsequent conveyance by the wife, at any rate 
where the marriage took place before the Act of 1882. 





Ever since the House of Lords decided in Poulter v. The 
Justices of Kent (46 W. R. 114) that a licensing meeting is not a 
court, we have been finding out fresh consequences of the 
decision, and it is gradually being realized that many reported 
cases which have been followed for years without question have 
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no longer any authority. Doubtless many consequences still 
remain to be discovered. One of the most im t judgments 
yet given in consequence of Bouwlter’s case was delivered last 
week by a Divisional Court in the case of Reg. v. The Justices of 
Staffordshire (reported elsewhere), in which it was decided 
that on a successful appeal to quarter sessions from the 
refusal of the licensing justices to renew a licence, the 
justices cannot be ordered to pay the costs of the appeal 
even when they make themselves parties by instructing 
counsel to oppose the renewal, nor can any objector be 
condemned in costs. It was held in Reg. v. The Justices of 
London (43 W. R. 387; 1895, 1 Q. B. 616) that a court of 
quarter sessions has discretion over the costs, and where justices 
make themselves parties to an appeal they have a right to 
their costs if the appeal fails, and may be ordered to pay costs 
if it succeeds. This was decided, however, on the assumption 
that the licensing justices constituted a court of summary juris- 
diction, and that the Summary Jurisdiction Acts of 1879 and 
1884 applied to the appeal in question. Now, in Boulter’s case 
Lord Herscue.t said that the licensing justices have an abso- 
lute discretion to determine, in the interests of the public, 
whether a licence ought to be granted, and every member of the 
public may object to the grant on public grounds; that the 
objector merely informs the justices to enable them to decide 
what is for the public benefit, and that such an objector cannot 
be properly considered as a party to litigation, nor, if the 
objection succeeds, can it be deemed that thereis a decision in 
favour of the objector. As is well known, their lordships 
decided jthat the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1879, does not 
apply to appeals from the licensing justices, and that on such 
an appeal an objector who does not appear at quarter sessions 
cannot be ordered to pay any costs. The recent decision goes a 
little further and establishes the principle that what Lord Hzr- 
SCHELL said of the objector at the licensing meeting applies 
equally to the objector at quarter sessions, and that the court of 
quarter sessions on allowing an appeal from licensing justions 
has no power to order an objector to pay costs when he docs 
appear. Hence Reg. v. The Justices of London is no longer law, 
and for the future objectors to the renewal of licences can —_ 
appear at quarter sessions without running any risk beyon 

their own costs. Also, counsel who —— the licensing 
justices on such appeals need no longer be careful to keep on 
the right side of the line which separates conduct such as to 
make the justices ‘‘ parties” from that impartial attitude which 
seeks merely to inform the court of what happened at the 


. licensing meeting. 





WueEreE THE holder of a bill of sale seizes the goods upon any 
default in payment, it makes all the difference as to his ultimate 
rights whether the seizure is made with a view to realizing the 
security or only with a view to maintaining the security. By 
section 7 of the Bills of Sale Act, 1882, it is provided that, 
within five days from the seizure, the grantor of the bill of sale 
may apply to the High Court or to a judge in chambers, and 
the court or judge, if satisfied that by payment of money or 
otherwise the cause of seizure no longer exists, may restrain the 
sale of the goods, or may make such other order as may seem 
just. But when the grantee has seized the goods for the 
purpose of realizing his security, he comes within the ordinary 


rule that a mortgage takes ion thereby makes a 
demand for payment, and consequently id 
off without notice or-interest im lieu of notice (Bovill v. Endl, 
44 W. R. 523; 1896, 1 Ch, 648), Hence, upon an application 
by the grantor under the above section, the court has juris- 
diction to order the bill of sale to be given up upon pay- 
ment of principal and interest to date and costs (Hx parte 
Wickens, 46 W. R. 385). In the recent case of Ex parte 
Ellis, on the other hand, the seizure was made for the 
pe of maintaining the security, and it was held by the 

urt of Appeal that the above rule did not apply. The sum 
secured was £30, to be paid on a fixed date in 1899, with 
monthly payments of £1 10s. for interest. Default was made in 
payment of one of the monthly amounts, and the grantee seized 
the chattels comprised in the bill of sale, the warrant authorizing 
the bailiff to hold possession till payment of the £1 10s. The 
grantor applied for relief under section 7, and Danruine, J., 





ordered that upon payment of £31 10s. and costs the grantee 
should release the goodsand deliver up the bill of sale. The 
Court of Appeal, however, taking the distinction adverted to 
above, held that there was no jurisdiction to make such an 
order. The seizure was not a towards realization, but 
looked only to the maintenance of the security. Were the law 
otherwise, it was pointed out, a bill of sale holder who had 
advanced money for a fixed term would be unable to take a step 
for the purpose of maintaining his security without running the 
risk of the transaction being terminated. 











THE LAND TRANS®TER RULES. 
IV. 


Part IT.— First Registration (continued).—Frechold intermixed 
with copyhold land.—Under rule 72, where there is any doubt 
whether land is of freehold or copyhold tenure a note to that effect 
is to be entered in the register, presumably the Property 
register, and that the registration of the land is made without 
prejudice to any right that may arise if it subsequently turns 
out that the land is copyhold. 

Section 2 of the Act of 1875 provides that : 

2. . . .» land shall not be registered under this Act 
ee Se ay « 3 buat 
or the purposes of this Act customary , in any case 
in whick an admission or any act by the lord of the manor 
is necessary to perfect the title of a purchase (sic, pre- 
sumably ‘ purchaser ” is meant) from the customary tenant, 
shall not be deemed to be land of freehold tenure. 


, te section is amended by the Act of 1897 (Schedule I.) as 
ollows : 

If, at any time, land is found to have been registered 
with absolute or qualified title contrary to the provisions 
of this section (i ¢., section 2 of the Act of 1875), the regis 
tration shall not be ennulled, but shall be deemed an error 
not capable of rectification under the principal Act (see 
sections 95 to 97 of the Act of 1875), an any person 
suffering loss thereby shall be indemnified (see section 7 of 
the Act of 1897) accordingly. 

Then by the Act of 1875, section 67, it is provided as 
follows : Ps sai ha: dente 

If it appears to the registrar that any » application 
for re istration whereof is made to him, conmalens land of 
freehold tenure and also land of a tenure other than free- 
hold intermixed and undistinguishable, he may, notwith- 
standing anything in this Act (see section 2, set out supra), 
register the land, but he shall enter notice on the register 
in such manner as he thinks fit of the facts relating to the 
tenure of the land, and the tenure of the portion of the 
land other than freehold shall remain unaffected by the 
registration. 

Now, under this last section, as explained by rule 72, it seems 
clear that where freeholds and copyholds are indistinguishable 
they may be registered, and where a note is entered 
on the register the copyhold portion will remain unaffected. On 
the other hand, where no such entry has been made, the - 
holds having been regi in error with an absolute or quali 
title (the qualification of course not relating to the tenure), it is 
not so clear, having regard to the amending provision of the Act 
of 1897, what will happen. That provision, though as 
only to be an amendment of section 2 has effect, it is conceived, 
also on section 67. Now, a copyholder incurs a forfeiture by 
alienating his land by a common or assurance (Elton, 2nd ed., 
p. 229), though it is conceived that this rule of law would not 
apply to a simple deed of t at the present day, nor toa 
registered disposition of land held under a possessory title, for 
neither of them have any tortious ——_ with respect to the 
rights of the lord ; in other words, the conveyance or registered 
disposition would pass to the purchaser only an equitable interest 
in the copyholds. But where the land is registered with an 
absolute or qualified title and no note is entered on the register, 
then, if, as is conceived to be the case, the amendment contained 
in the Act of 1897 is applicable, the effect of the registration 
would be to enfranchise the land ; and the lord of the manor, in 
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the place of a forfeiture, would be entitled to indemnity, which | proceedings begun of 3:5 and 5:7 per cent. as compared with 
should, it seems, be equal to the whole value of theland: see|the annual average for 1892-96, and in the Queen’s Bench 
section 7 (1) of the Act of 1897. Division a decrease of 5:7 per cent. The appellate courts, as 
On the lord shewing his right to the indemnity the registrar | might be expected, practically dispose of all the business 
would have a right of action against the first registered pro- | brought before them. The figure given as representing the 
prietor to recover the indemnity. Now, if the first registered | work done in the Chancery Division appears to be misleading, 
proprietor had not, when the claim for indemnity was made, | as it does not include the originating summonses which are die- 
parted with the land, the registrar would have that land to go| posed of. The number of such summonses issued was about 
, with the result that the proprietor would be bound | equal to the number of writs, the figures being respectively 
either to give up the land to the registrar or its value; this | 3,654 and 3,601. 
should make owners of copyholds careful not to register the| It is interesting to notice that out of a total of 460 actions 
same with an absolute or qualified title without having a proper | heard in the Chancery Division, no fewer than 398 were witness 
note entered up, inasmuch as they incur a risk analogous to | actions. The increase in proceedings begun in this division was 
forfeiture. But if the first registered proprietor has disposed of accompanied by a decrease of 13°3 per cent. in the causes heard 
the land by registered disposition for value, then, if he is not in | ag compared with the average of 1892 to 1896, a state of things 
& position to pay the value of the land, or cannot be found, | which isstill bearing fruit in the delay in bringing actions to 
‘there will be a call on the indemnity fund which will not be | trial, As afurther consequence there was a decrease in the 
—— pene : Rees | costs brought in for taxation and in the costs allowed. These 
ext, if the land is registered with a possessory title it would | returns were first given in 1895, and the figures for that year 
no doubt be convenient that the prescribed note should be| were: Amount of costs brought in, £1,032,356; amount 
entered on the register, but it is not essential, for, the right of | allowed, £871,800. In 1896 the corresponding figures were, 
the lord being paramount, he would, it is conceived, be entitled | £920,737 and £770,083. These show a decrease of 10:8 per 
to have the land removed from the register; and it should here | cent, in the amount brought in, and a decrease of 11°7 per cent. 
be observed that the compulsory provisions of the Act of 1897 | inthe amount allowed. Apparently taxation tends to become 
do not apply where freeholds are intermixed and indistinguish- | stricter. A decrease in the number and amount of receivers’ 
able from land of other tenure: see section 24. The fact that | and other accounts passed at chambers is attributed to the 
the oom ee in the Act of 4 does not cover the | disuse of orders for general administration. 
case of registration with a poseessory title confirms the view | (ne of the most interesting tables is that which shews how 
= * this case ee on pte a be =. To effect | the writs issued in the Qeenn’a Bench Division are disposed of. 
is the entry of the prescribed note would appear to be | Tp the central office the write issued in 1896 were 42,140. In 
sufficient. ‘ - «as. geaq_ | 22,644 cases no steps were taken after the issue of the writ. 
As regards a purchaser, there is no hardship in his title | 4 further 11,987 were automatically disposed of without order. 
being subject to the title paramount of the lord of the manor, | These were made up of—judgments on a fenlt of appearance, 
20 long as he has power to investigate the title prior to first | 19 948, judgments on default of defence, 973 ; and judgments 
registration. But where the statutory period of forty years has | eepetnen te-nlt of inquiry, 66. Then there were 5,832 cages 
run and he purchases under an open contract, it does seem | disposed of summarily by order without tria!—namely, judg- 
that he ought, as regards past dealings, to get a good title to| ments under order 14, 5,383; and judgments by consent, on 
the freehold. Probably the best way to effect this would be to | jud Se-noles: ‘tee. 449, . Chin denuen. 4.077 deo caetienn ten 
enact that, where under an open contract for sale of freeholds tha of trial being—with a jury 609 : by a judge 929 : 
the purchaser would not be entitled to investigate the title prior | ang by an official referee, 139. Taking Sate het toy the 
to os gm the possessory title should be deemed to be | district registries, the following were the total sums for which 
wnTh ae definition ; , t th oo judgment was entered: On default of appearance, £1,727,162 ; 
e negative definition in section 2 of the Act of 1875 may | on default of defence, £327,603 ; on return to writ of inquiry, 
perhaps give some trouble. The general rule no doubt is that, £7,346 ; judgments under order 14, £1,405,597; on trial with 
except oe the es var or been severed from the jury, £134,582; on trial by judge, £201,969 ; and judgments 
manor by conveyance of the freehold apart from the manor by consent and on trial by official referees, £277,058; thus 
itself, some act on the part of the lord is necessary to enable | piving a total for the Queen’s Bench Division of a little over 
the customary legal estate in the land to change hands. It is | four million pounds 
conceived, however, that the definition is probably intended to| gome curious facts are brought out as to the average amount 
include within the operation of the Act those customary free-| of the verdicts in three classes of action—namely, libel, slander, 
holds, which it is believed exist in Westmoreland, where the | and breach of promise. In each case the onsen’ sence 
customary legal estate passes without any act on the part of the | tends to increase, and it is greater in London than on cireuit. 
lord, though he may, of course, in order to keep a record of the Taking the figures for London and Middlesex alone, the average 
persons liable for services or fealty, substitute the new names | amount recovered in libel actions per verdict was in 1859-63, 
on the Oourt Rolls. £76; in 1887-88, £103; and in 1892-96, £186. Inelander the 
corresponding numbers for the same periods were £20, £28, 
and £47; and in breach of promise, £196, £248, and £331. 
THE CIVIL JUDICIAL STATISTICS FOR 1896. , Master Macponz.1 draws the conclusion that, while punishments 
: aoe sh: . for crime are becoming milder, ‘juries award larger amounts as 
Tue introduction to the volume of Civil Judicial Statistics for | damages for torts or wrongs ; imother words, the tariff for injury 
1896, recently issued under the editorship of Master MacpoyEx1,, | to reputation, &c., is rising. The percentage of costs disallowed 
summarizes very usefully the elaborate tables which have been | in the Queen’s Bench Division is very much higher than in the 
prepared. On the whole, it appears, there is a remarkable | Chancery Division—namely, 30-7 per cent. of the costs brought 
stability in the movements of litigation, and during the last ten | in for taxation in the former division to 16°4 in the latter. 
years the total number of proceedings begun has varied little as! One of the most significant facts brought out by the introduc- 
compared with the population, the highest figure being 4,308 | tion is the remarkable decline which taken place in the 
100,000 persons in 1894, and the lowest 3,966 per 100,000 | business on circuit, as compared with the years 1815-49. A 
in 1890, This average, however, is based upon figures which | comparison is made between those years and the period 1892-96. 
include county court proceedings, and as these are numerically | The causes entered in the earlier period were 1,543, those tried 
far in excess of all others, the result is no guide to the tendency | were 1,251. The corresponding numbers for the later period 
of litigation in the superior courts. The total proceedings | were 1,122 and 795. This decrease was concurrent with an 
— in 1896 in the appellate courts, in the Chancery Division, | increase of 74 per cent. in the population. In addition to the 
and in the Queen’s Bench Division were respectively 1,149, | actual decrease of business, the proportion of causes tried to 
8,219, and 70,269 ; the causes heard in the same tribunals were | causes entered has fallen considerably—from 81 per cent. to 71 
1,010, 680, and 3,352. In the appellate courts and in the| percent. Master Macvone.t points out that this is the reverse 
Chancery Division there was an increase respectively in the|of the movement which has taken place in London and 
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Middlesex, where an increasing proportion of the causes entered 
involve substantial disputes as to which plaintiffs and defen- 
dants are prepared to go to trial and take the opinion of a court. 

In Divorce the business is increasing. The petitions for 
divorce in 1896 were 673, or 100 more.than in 1895, by far the 
largest number in any year since the establishment of the court. 
The increase during the last five years has exceeded the rate of 
increase of the population. The petitions for judicial separa- 
tion, on the other hand, decreased ; 99 in 1896 as against 110 
in 1895. The proportion of petitions for divorce brought by 
wives, as compared with those brought by husbacdsie, it seems, 
steadily increasing ; a fact, observes Master MacponE.t, noted 
in other countries. A remarkable preponderance of petitions 
for divorce, &c., occurs in the case of childless i . Ota 
total of 820 in 1896, no fewer than 336 or 41 per cent. fell 
within this category, while in 1895 they were 275 out of 735, 
or 37°4 per cent. 

Special pains have been taken in tracing the progress of the 
business in the county courts. In the total plaints entered in 
1896 there was a slight decrease as compared with 1895, but 
the figure, 1,109,234, is large enough, as already observed, to 
make the county courts numerically by far the most important 
class of tribunal. It is noteworthy that in equity the pro- 
ceedings are declining. In 1866 the proceedings commenced 
were 831, and the amount in dispute £128,162. In 1896 the 
corresponding figures were 598 and £67,967. Much valuable 
information is given as to the extent to which imprisonment 
for debt is resorted to in the various circuits, and the actual 
result of the imprisonment in compelling payment. It is 
satisfactory to learn that the average number of debtors im- 
prisoned per 1,000 plaints entered has declined from 11°7 in 
1857-61, to 68 in 1892-96. Asa rule the issue of the warrant 
results in payment of the debt before imprisonment, and of the 
few who go to prison a considerable proportion pay within a 
few hours or days. It is only a small number who remain for 
the whole period for which they are committed. But while the 
decrease in the average amount of imprisonment is satisfactory, 
the variation inthe average in various parts of the country is 
very striking, ranging from a percentage of 2°69 for every 100 

laints entered in the North Riding to ‘12 in Cumberland and 
estmoreland. It ought to be possible in a matter of so much 
importance to secure greater uniformity of practice. 





REVIEWS. 
AGENCY. 


A DicEst oF THE LAW or AGeNncy. By Witi1AmM BowstTEaD, Bar- 
rister-at-Law. SxconD Epirion. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited), 


When, two years ago, this work first appeared, we welcomed it as 
& praiseworthy effort to systematize the English Law of agency. At 
the same time, we felt it our duty to indicate certain defects of 
arrangement which, in our opinion, detracted from its value and 
required correction. Most, if not all, of these defects have now, we 
are glad to see, been removed, while many of the omitted cases, to 
which we called the author’s attention, are duly referred to in the 
present edition, which, however, still fails to notice the following 
cases—namely, Bentinck v. London Joint Stock Bank (1893, 2 Ch. 120), 
Simmons v. London Joint Stock Bank (41 W. R. 108; 1892, App. Cas. 
201), Ramsden v. Dyson (14 W. R, 926, L. R. 1 H. L. 129), Sweeting 
v. Turner (20 W. R, 185, L. R. 7 Q. B. 310), Albion Steel Wire Co. v. 
Martin (24 W. R. 134, 1 Ch. D. 580), and Zhe Hibernian (21 W. R. 
276, L. R. 4 P. C. 511). The whole work is now divided into four- 
teen instead of eleven chapters. Of these Chapter II. (Constitution 
of the Relation of Agency) comprises many matters of substantial 
importance, which, in the first editfon, were, as we pointed out, 
improperly dealt with in Chapter I, (Preliminary). That chapter now, 
however, includes nothirg beyond the interpretation of terms used 
in the book. The subject of “Delegation of Agency” is, we 
observe, dealt with separately in chapter VII., instead of 
included, as was the case in the previous edition, in the chapter 
devoted to ‘‘ Authority of Agents ; ” while chapter XIV. is an entirely 
new chapter, entitled ‘‘Supplementary,” and dealing with the 
criminal liability of a principal for the acts of his agent and certain 
other matters. We are glad to notice that the two chapters (XI 
and XII.), in which the relations between the principal and third 
persons are discussed, have been considerably enlarged, as this 
subject is one of the greatest importance to the —— and public 
Generally, All the recent cases that have been determined since the 


work first ap will,.we. believe, be found noted in the 
edition, which is in all respects a great t upon the 

Mr. Bowstead’s book now compri 50 i pages, and of these - 
eight are occupied by an extremely good i 





PRINCIPLES OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT. 


LECTURES ON THE PRINCIPLES OF LocAL GOVERNMENT. By GEORGE 
LAURENCE GoMME, F.S,A., Statistical Officer of the London County 
Council. Archibald Constable & Co. 


These lectures, delivered by,.Mr. Gomme at the London School of 
Economics, are full of t and suggestion, and form a valuable 
Se teseini's a pbieophine! aivetpaion Tint, secvliheteadiog 

e historical an i i i 
the Local eK Acts ~—y similar legi which Tonery, 
statute- . government in is a matter o , 
and in its inception independent of any legislative sanction, is a fact 
which cannot be too ly insi upon. The county, the 
borough, and the township, as areas of government, have a far 
longer history than any Parliamentary institution, or than even 
Parliament itself. The principles upon which rests the idea of local 
government, and the action in relation to those princi of legis- 
lative ee cee main oe of _ — ; the 
want of princi ing the action of the Legislature rightly 
falls aie his censure. Whe, for i , should important powers 
be given to local bodies as to such luxuries as light railways and 
electric lighting, while as to the necessary supply of water are, 
in general, left at the mercy of a trading company ? The subjects 
deait with by Mr. Gomme are of very great interest, and his lucid 
style contributes to the pleasure of reading his book. 





MERCANTILE LAW. 


THE ELEMENTS OF MERCANTILE Law. By J. M. Srevens, Bar- 
rister-at-Law. Sxconp Epirion. Butterworth & Oo. 


This work mainly consists of a collection of more or less elementary 
principles of mercantile law, judiciously extracted from various 
sources (chiefly leading text-books) and illustrated by apt examples, 
and is an excellent introduction to the study of a difficult and most 
pe branch of jurisprudence. It does uot pretend to give an 
exhaustive exposition of mercantile law, but, within the limits 
prescribed by the author, it forms an accurate and lucid. e 
thereto, of special utility and value to law students and thore 
engaged in mercantile pursuits. Within the compass of 422 pages a 
variety of subjects are treated, each of which has itself furnished 


sufficient material for a separate text-book. In the t edition 
the original plan of the book remains unaltered. at is to say, 
Part I. cones a general view of the law of contracts; Part. II. 
treats 0 


icular contracts, including sale of goods, agency, 
negotiable instruments, partnership, insurance, contract of x 

mercantile guarantees; while Part III. is devoted to the mis- 
cellaneous subjects of pawn, monwenge 0nd lien, shipping, and 
bankruptcy. The text has, it seems, hly revised and 
in part re-written, the chapters on the e of Goods, 
Partnership, Marine Insurance, and the Contract of Affreight- 
ment havi received special attention. That portion of 
the work (pp. 261-296) which deals with “Insurance” is 
extremely well done and merits special notice. Numerous citations 
from reported cases have been p y avoided by theauthor, but most 
of the leading cases on mercantile law ap; to be quoted. The 
recent case of London Freehold and Leasehetd. 1 nine th Oo. v. Baron 
Suffield (1897, 2 Ch. 608) must, we suppose, have decided while 
the work was in the press, otherwise it would doubtless have been 
cited at p. 2, and the text somewhat modified in accordance with the 
decision of the Court of Appeal. There is only one a ix, 
and it deals exclusively with the subject of stamp duties. The index 
at the end of the volume, though a pet one, might, we think, be 
improved by suppressing the title ‘‘ Statutes” altogether, and sub- 
stituting a table of statutes prefixed to the text in accordance with 
modern usage. 





MAGISTRATES, 


Tue Orrick oF MaGistraTe. By Harnoip Wricut, B.A., LL.B., 
Barrister-at-Law, Stipendiary istrate for the Staffordshire 
Potteries. TutrpD Eprrion. William Clowes & Sons (Limited). 


Every year sees a large addition to the numbers of our justices of 
the peace. The majority of these gentlemen when appointed have 
but slight acquaintance with law, even so far asit relates to their own 
office, and must for a long time be to a great degree dependent upon 
their clerks. It is to such that this little work ought to be cially 
useful, and we strongly advise them to carefully read it and mark it. 





The fact that the book has now reached a third edition seems to show 
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that it has already proved its value, and the circumstance that since the 
second edition was published the author hasspentfiveyears in thearduous 
duties of stipendiary for the Potteries district adds much weight to 
the advice he gives his lay brethren. It is not a book for the magis- 
trate to take to court with him so much as one for his study before 
he goes tocourt. In it he will find a clear and readable description 
of the nature and duties of his office and many hints as to the weight 
he should attach to the various kinds of evidence. 

Some of the author’s remarks concerning police-constables as 
witnesses are well worth quoting. He writes: “Speaking of them 
as a class they are men of honesty and good feeling, for it is by their 
good character that they have obtained the post. Officialism, how- 
ever, is the petrifier of the human heart, and the constant exercise of 
a constable’s professional duties begets a callousness anda want of 
regard for the rights and liberties of the individual. . . . Ina 
considerable number of petty sessional cases the constable is the 
principal witness, if not the only one. It is all important, then, that 
the magistrate shall understand that only the amount of weight must 
be attached to such a witness as would be attached to one who is 
skilled in the performance and interested in the result. If his 
evidence be reliable the allegations he puts forward will be given 
when he makes his statement directly on being sworn; any addition 
to them, suggested after a strong cross-examination, should be 
received with little favour. The reason for this is obvious, for 
should the first’ statement be weak there is no witness who knows 
better how to forge the links toa conviction.” Although we recom- 
mend this little book especially to the notice of newly-fledged magis- 
trates, no — of the peace, however old a hand, can fail to reap 
some benefit from a study of it. 





QUARTER SESSIONS. 
A HANDBOOK FoR JUSTICES OF THE PEACE AT QUARTER SESSIONS. 
By GreorGeE Iuirr Srey, B.A., Deputy Clerk of the Peace of the 
County Palatine of Durham. Waterlow & Sons (Limited). 


This is a book of quite a different nature from that just noticed, 
though written for the benefit of the same class. It is essentially a 
book for use in court, and it is a handbook for reference by justices 
as to any point of procedure which may arise at quarter 
sessions. Thus it gives the rules as to appeals in various cases, and 
carefully shews how appeals under the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 
1879, differ from those under the Licensing Act, 1828, which dis- 
tinction is made necessary by the well-known decision of the House of 
Lords in Boulter v. The Justices of Kent. It gives the form of oath 
applicable to each of the various occasions on which an oath has to be 
taken, but though it sets out the oath in the Scotch form, strange to 
say it does not give the form of affirmation authorized by the Oaths 
Act, 1888, The law as to the manner in which stolen property may 
be dealt with, as to payment of costs, and as to a number of other 
important matters likely to arise seems to be accurately and concisely 
stated. The book is evidently the work of a practical man who 
knows his business, but we doubt whether there is anything in it 
except what every clerk of the peace of experience has at his 
fingers’ ends, At the same time if the advice of that officer is not 
immediately available at quarter sessions, no doubt justices will 
quickly find here the answer to any straightforward question of pro- 
cedure that is likely to arise. 








CORRESPONDENCE, 
PREPARATION OF TRANSFERS OF MORTGAGES ON WIND- 
ING UP OF TRUST ESTATE, 

[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 


Sir,_Nobody seems to have replied to the above query of your 
correspondents of the 14th of May. Surely the matter is governed 
by the ordinary rule of practice, that the mortgagee’s solicitor 
prepares his mortgage deed. The transferee cestuis que trust in the 
case put by your correspondents are simply new mortgagees. 

Apropos of this question of realizing trust mortgage securities, 
there is often the more difficult question as to who should bear the 
costs. Itseems clear that unless the mortgagor has had notice to 
repay, or he concurs in the transfer, he cannot be charged with the 
costs (Ite Radcliffe, 22 Beav. 281). It then becomes a question as 
between the trust estate and the new mortgagees, the transferees. I 
have often justified charging the costs against the estate, where an 
immediate distribution was desired without giving and waiting for 
the expiration of notices requiring repayment. Also, I have justified 
charging the transferee with the whole, or part (dividing with the 
estate), of the costs, where the investment was a desirable one for the 
transferee, H. J. W. 
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CASES OF LAST SITTINGS, " 
High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. oi 
KIRSHENBOIM (Appellant) v. SALMON & GLUCKSTEIN (LIM.) - 
(Respondents). Div. Court. 7th May. i 
TRADE-MARKS—F ase Trape Description—Apriyinc Fatsz Trape Des- he 
cripTion Wirnovut Intent to Decetve—Megrcuanpise Marks Act, 1887 hi 
(50 & 51 Vicr. c. 28), ss. 2, 3. th 
Case stated by Mr. Lushington, metropolitan police magistrate sitting ge 
at Bow-street. An information was preferred by the appellant against ye 
the respondents under section 2 of the Merchandise Marks Act, 1887, wi 
charging that the respondents did sell to the appellant certain cigarettes th 
to which a false trade description—namely, the words ‘‘ guaranteed hand- thi 
made by experienced workmen,’’ was applied contrary to the provisions of pa 
the Merchandise Marks Act, 1887. The magistrate dismissed the infor- ma 
mation subject to this case. The respondents sold to the appellant for sec 
the sum of two pence and one farthing ten cigarettes in a packet, to which the 
a printed label had been affixed bearing the words, “Ten cigarettes, oes 
hand-made by experienced workmen.’’ The ordinary price for ten Un 
cigarettes made by hand of the same quality of tobacco would have bm 
been two pence and three farthings. The appellant bought the aa 
cigarettes for the purpose of ascertaining whether they were hand- 
made or not, and not in the belief that they were hand-made, and not pee 
with the object of purchasing hand-made cigarettes for sale or con- - 
sumption. It was admitted by the respondents that the cigarettes were to 
not hand-made; and it was not suggested that the quality of the tobacco rem 
used was inferior to what it should have been, and the complaint was _y 
solely as to the method of manufacture. It was proved that the cigarettes d 
were made for the respondents by a newly-invented or improved machine efi 
called Barron’s machine, that the same qualities of paper and starch were trad 
used in their making as if they had been made by hand and in the same bs 
quantities. The magistrate found as a fact that the cigarettes made by 
Barron’s machine were as pure and clean in point of material and as — 
proper in point of construction for all smoking purposes as they could Sent 
have been if hand-made. It was also proved that the printed label com- tha 
lained of as containing a false trade description within the mean- it t 
ing of the Act, was one of a parcel of two million labels for the is 
ten-cigarette size of packet which had been printed for and used — 
by the respondents before their adoption of Barron’s machine, and th . 
while they still made these cigarettes by hand only, and that the respon- ae 
dents had continued to apply the remaining stock on hand (about half-a- = t 
million) of these labels to the ten cigarette packets. ‘The magistrate was — 
satisfied that in their continued use of the old labels after they had ceased an 
to make cigarettes by hand the respondents were influenced merely by a re 
spirit of economy that prompted them to utilize the remaining stock of dslitn 
labels which they had already paid for, and thereby to save the cost of be 
printing an equivalent number of new ones, and he held that there was sas a 
no intention to deceive the buyer, or to induce him to purchase goods opini 
which he would not have purchased if the description in question bad been fT 0} 
omitted from the label ; and asa matter of law he held that the words of 6. AW 
the label attached to the packet of cigarettes constituted a trade descrip- vant ; 
tion applied to goods within the meaning of the Merchandise Marks Act, 
in which ‘‘ goods’’ are defined as anything which is the subject of 
trade, manufacture, or merchandise; and whereas a false trade 
description is defined by the Act to mean a trade description which is § Merow, 
false in a material respect as regards the goods to which it is applied, Desc 
he held that in determining whether the label constituted a Szrv, 
false trade description within the meaning of the Act, he was to in- Case 
terpret the terms of the statute in strict reference to the relations 
borne by the truth or falsehood of the description to the special and le 
essential qualities and functions of the manufactured article; and i Mi 
he held that the label, although untrue in point of law as a trade uked et 
description, was not a false trade description in any material respect English 
as regarded the cigarettes sold to the appellant within the meaning of Scotch 
section 3 of the Merchandise Marks Act, and he therefore held that the he I 
respondents had not been guilty of any offence under the Act, and dis- ded 
missed theinformation. The question now was whether upon the facts § y nde 
he ought to have convicted the respondents. The Merchandise Marks The tch 
Act, 1887 (50 & 51 Vict. c. 28) enacts, section 2, sub-section 2, ‘‘ Every assis 
person who sells or exposes for sale . . . any goods or things te pane 
which any forged trade-mark or false trade description is applied, shall, A is 
unless he proves . (c) that otherwise he had acted innocently, be Sth of f 
guilty of an offence against this Act.’’ Section 3: ‘‘ The expression ‘false ye 





trade description’ means a trade description which is false in a material 
respect as regards the goods to which it is applied, and includes every 
alteration of a trade description . . . where that alteration makes thé 
description false in a material respect, &c.”’ 

Tue Covrt (Lord Russett or Kittowen, C.J., Hawkins, Day, Witty 
and Wricut, JJ.), allowed the appeal, and remitted the case to tht 
magistrate to convict. 

Lord Russer1, C.J.—The charge in this case was a charge prefe 
under section 2, sub-section 2, of the Merchandise Marks Act, 1887, auf 
that sub-section provides that it is an offence against the Act to sell any 
goods to which a false trade description is applied. The facts are fullf 
set out in the case, and the learned magistrate upon those facts finds, 
very properly finds, that the description ‘‘ guaranteed hand-made Of 
eppedenned workmen’”’ isa ‘‘ trade description’’ within the meaning 
this Act, and that it was falsely applied; and then he proceeds 
explain what he means by that finding, and he thought that tL god 























Warrington, May 31. 


{ supplied were at least as good as those ordered, and he further finds 
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there was no intention to deceive the buyer. He therefore finds that this 
was a false trade description applied by the ts, but he also 
finds that the falsity of that e description was not material under the 
circumstances, If he had contented himself with fin as a fact 
that the trade description, though false, was not false, 
probably it would have been the daty of the court to accept that as a 
finding of fact. What he has done, and quite rightly done, is this, 
he has set out the grounds and reasons by which he has arrived at 
his conclusion ; and he has arrived at that conclusion by what I may call 
the doctrine of equivalents—that is, that though the purchaser did not 
get what was described by the particular description applied to the foods, 
yet he got other goods which were as good as those asked for. In 
with the question it seems to me to be necessary to refer to the scheme of 
the Act. The general scheme of section 2 is this: It enumerates several 
things which are an offence against the Act, and then it points out how a 
party charged with any of these offences may meet the primd facie case 
made against him. If the charge is one under sub-eection 1 of the 
section, then he may meet the primd facie case against him by showing 
that he acted ‘‘ without intent to defraud.’’ If the charge is under sub- 
section 2, then there are two ways in which the charge may be met. 
Under clauses (a) and (2) of that sub-section he may meet it by proving 
that he took all reasonable precautions, and that he gave all the informa- 
tion in his power, and that obviously applies to cases where the person 
— is buying goods from someone else, and is re-selling them to 
another on; or if he proves, under clause (c), that he acted 
innocently, the onus is on the defendant to show that. I now come 
to the question of materiality. In dealing with that we ought to 
remember that the Act was aimed at and intended for the protection of 
buyers, and to prevent, say, goods coming from a foreign country 
ig sold as home-made s. Then in section 3 we have the 

definition of a ‘‘ false trade description,’’ which is there given as a 
trade description which is ‘‘false in a material respect as regards 
the goods to which it is applied.’”” Under that it is no avswer to say that 
the buyer has got as an article as was described. If that were an 
answer I do not see anything to prevent a person selling, say, an American 
hamas a Yorkshire ham, and then being entitled to say that the American 
ham wasas good as or better than the Yorkshire ham. I cannot see that 
that isan answer. Applying that to the facts of this case I do not think 
itis an anewer to this charge to say that the cigarettes sold here were as 
good as hand-made cigarettes. There are people who think the hand- 
made cigarettes the better. These considerations seem to me to shew that 
the ground on which the magistrate proceeded was not a right ground, 
and that he was wrong in the conclusion he arrived at, and that that con- 
clusion cannot be supported. The buyer is entitled to know what he is 
buying and to have it properly described. Another point was taken for 
the respondents that they acted innocently ; but I cannot accept that 
reason. They did this thing of affixing a false trade description 
deliberately, and it is impossible, therefore, to say upon the facts of this 
case that they acted innocently within the meaning of the Act. The 
case therefore, must go back to the magistrate with the intimation of our 
opinion that he must convict. 

Hawkins, Day, Witts, and Waicur, JJ., concurred.—Oounsgx, Corrie 
Grant; H. Avory. Soutcrrors, Radford § Frankland; Lewis § Lewis. 


[Reported by Sir Suzrston Baxer, Bart., Barrister-at-Law.1 


COPPEN v. MOORE. Div. Court. 14th May. 


Mercuanpisk Marxs Act, 1887 (50 & 51 Vicor. c. 28), 8. 1—Fatse Traps 
geen atareaa or Sgeuver ror Acts AND STATEMENTS or His 
ERVANT. 


Case stated by justices of the borough of Richmond, Surrey. The 

section’ was convicted under section 1, sub-section (2), of the Merchan- 
Marks Act, 1887, of having sold goods to which a false trade 

description was applied. The facta were as follows: The respondetit 
asked the salesman at the door of one of the appellant’s shops for a emall 
English ham. The salesman pointed to some hams and eaid they were 
Scotch hams. The respondent said he would buy one, and the salesman 
handed the ham to an astistant, eaying, ‘‘ Weigh up Scotch ham.” The 
respondent required the assistant to make out an invoice with the words 
“Scotch ham” on it, which he did, and the respondent paid the price. 
The assistant and the salesman afterwards admitted that the ham was an 
American ham, asin fact it was. On behalf of the ap t, evidence 
was given that he had sent a notice to a)l his branch places of business, 
including that in question, in the following terms: ‘‘ Marsham-street, 
%th of February, 1897. Mostimportant. Please instruct your assistants 
most explicitly that the hams described in the list must not be sold under 
any specific name of place or origin—that is to say, they must not be 
described as ‘ Bristol,’ ‘ Bath,’ ‘ Wiltshire,’ or any such title, but simply 
breakfast hams. To Mr. Bedford, Richmond. Please ¢ and return. 
H. W. Coppen.”” The ham in question would come wi the category 
it breakfast hams. Evidence was given that the terms of this notice were 
communicated to the manager and assistants, and the appellant stated 
that he had no reason to believe that his instructions were not 
carried out. The case was argued last month before a full court of the 
Queen’s Bench Division, when judgment was 4 

Tue Court (Lord Russeut or Kitiowen, O.J., Sir F. Jzunz, P., Currry, 
LJ., and Wricur, Dartine, and Cuannaz.t, JJ.), affirmed the conviction. 
In delivering the Pe ms of the court, 

Lord Russxi1, C.J., after stating the tacts, said: It is now necessary to 
“nsider the statute in question and its application to the facts proved. 
m 2 is the important section. Sub-section (1) deals with the ate 

@ any trade-mark and with the false application to goods of any 
mark or of any false trade description, and enacts that, subject to the | 


being | req 


nape eae lle we Be Pel Mae bar By ence —— 
or a on unless party charged proves with- 
Pe intent 3 defraud. Sub-section (2) enacts ( 
material in this case) that 


who sells any goods to which 
fale trade description is appli ball be guty’of at offence 
Act unless he proves—(a) that having taken all reasonable tions he 
had no reason to su gen of the trade description ; and’ 
(4) that on démand duly made he gave all information in his powér with © 
to the persons from whom he obtained . f y 


med to have applied a trade description to goods who applies it to 
the q doe Ulinaaaih ver ce este 6 tend ption in any manner calculated” 
to lead to the belief that the goods in 
are designated or described by that trade description. 
(1891, 1 Q. B. 408) it was decided that 
delivered accompanied by an invoice 
defcribed as ‘‘ barrels”’ (which word 
trade description) it was held that an 
(1) of the Act in question had been committed, one 
taining the false trade description was not phys 
casks. I think this case was well decid 
is not to constituts the offence that there shall 
connection between the false trade and the —_— to which it 
is applied. In these circumstances itis clear that an against the 
Act was committed by the salesman and by the assistant of the ap ’ 
But the question which the court is now called upon to decide is 
the appellant also is not personally liable to bé convicted. This was the 
question argued before us. The appelldnt’s contention was that 
charge here preferred was a criminal chargé and that the general 7 
that thie is the genoral rale, butit ls subject to exceptions, and the question 
that this is the cra , but it is su’ § 
here is whether the present’ case falls — the rale within the 
exception. A from statute exceptions have been engrafted u 
the rule. [Histordehtp then referred to Reg. v. (L. 
Mullins v. Collins (L. R. 9 Q. B. 292), and Bond v. Bvans (21 
The decisions in these and in other like cases 
struction of the statutes in question. The 
conclusion that, having to the language, 
those Acts, the Legislature intended to fix criminal 
the master for acts done by his servant in 
although such acts were not authorized by 
been expresely prohibited by him. The 
to be narrowed to the simple point, w 
of the statute here in question the master 
criminally responsible for acts done by his servaut in contravention 
Act, me Ang acts were — as > st case, - o 
course 0 emplo £. my igment it was 
tion of the Logsletars to wake the master criminally viable for such 
unless he was able to rebut the primd facie 
or other of the methods pointed out in Act. 
apply the Act to them. Btn with, it cannot be doubted tha 
ap) t sold the ham in question although the 
out his servants. In other words, he was the seller 
acti salesman. It is clear also, as already stated, 
ham was sold with a ‘false trade description,” which was 
If eo, there is evidence establishing a prima facie case 
offence against the Act having been committed by the 
But it is only a primd facie case. The burden of proof is shifted 
eppellant, and he might meet successfully that primd facie case 
able, where the charge is under the first sub-section of section 1, 
that he acted without intent to defraud; or, where the 
sub-section 2 of section 1, if he is able to prove (a) that he 
reasonable precautions against committing an offence against the 
had no reason to suspect the genuineness of the trade 
question, and (+) that on demand he had given full inf 
he is able to prove that otherwise he acted innocen 
that clauses (2) and (4) of heen © EE 
uestion are in the possession of the 
orged trade-mark or false trade 
tho falee (rede Semoription is plied upon the sovestos 
e ion yy 
<tna-s te coe the scouged mast rly for his exca 
on upon clause (c)—namely, ° 
Fe the plant ome thave con ata evidence to 
the trates that the appellant was 
c and that prima _ case has 
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deceive the public ; and this probably explains the reason of the affirmative 
finding to which I have adverted and the absence of the finding that the 
appellant had acted innocently within the meaning of clause (c). In 
oe, Sa to —— which alone is put to us—namely, whether, 


upon the facts sta the decision of the magistrates convicting the 
appellant was in point of law correct—my answer is that, inmy judgment, 


it was. When the scope and object of the Act are borne in mind, any 
other conclusion would, to a large extent, render the Act ineffective for 
its avowed purposes. The circumstances of the present case afford a 
convenient illustration of this. The appellant, under the style of the 
*¢ London Supply Stores,’’ carries on an extensive business as grocer and 
provision dealer, having, it appears, six shops or branch establishments, 
and having also a wholesale warehouse. It is obvious that, if sales with 
falee trade descriptions could be carried out in these establishments with 
1 far as the principal is concerned, the Act would, to a large 
extent, be nugatory. I conceive the effect of the Act to be to make the 
master or principal liable criminally (as he is already by law civilly) for 
the acts of his agents and servants in all cases within the sections with 
which we are dealing, where the conduct constituting the offence was 
pursued by such servants and agents within the scope or in the course of 
their employment, subject to this—that the master or principal may be 
relieved from crimi responsibility where he can prove that he had 
acted in good faith and done all that it was reasonably possible to do 
to prevent the commission by his agents and servants of offences against 
the Act. The result, therefore, is that the conviction will be affirmed, and 
with costs.—CovunseL, Asquith, Q.C., and Bonsey ; Jelf, Q.C., and David. 
Soxrcrrons, Neve § Beck ; Weekes § Co. 
[Reported by T. R. C. Drut, Barrister-at-Law. j 


REG. v. JUSTICES OF STAFFORDSHIRE. Fr parte FIELD. Div. 
Court, 25th May. 


Licensinec LAw—APppeaL TO QuARTER Srsstons—APPRARANCE BY LICENSING 
Jvustices—Jvurispicrion To Orper Justices To Pay Costs—ALEHOUSsE 
Act, 1828 (9 Gro. 4, c. 61), s. 2. 


Rule nisi for a certiorari to bring up, for the purpose of having it quashed, 
an order made by the Quarter Sessions of Staffordshire in an appeal, by 
Thomas Longhurst, from the licensing justices of the borough of West 
Bromwich, whereby the appeal was allowed and the licensing Justices were 
ts) od to pay the costs of the appeal. On the hearing of the appeal the 

we y counsel, who stated that he did not 
appear for them as litigant parties, but to inform the court as to the 
facts and what had taken place before the licensing justices. The notice 
of appeal having been admitted, counsel for the licensing justices opened 
the full called witnesses. “Upon their evidence three technical 
objections were raised and argued by counsel for the appellant and for 
the justices. The witnesses called for the appellant were not cross- 
examined by counsel for the justices, nor did he address the court in 
repty. The quarter sessions allowed the appeal, and, being of opinion 


appeal, they ordered that they should pay the appellant’s costs. The 
a to q Fr sessions was brought under section 27 of the Alehouse 
Act, 1828 (9 Geo. 4, c. 61), which gives an appeal to quarter sessions to 
any person aggrieved by any act of any justice done in or concerning the 
execution of the Act, and provides (inier alia) that the court of quarter 
sessions ‘‘ shall hear and determine the matter of such appeal, and shall 
make such order therein, with or without costs, as to the said court shall 
seem meet.’’ Section 29 contains provisions for the payment by an 
unsuccessful appellant to quarter sessions of the costs of any justice who 
is respondent in the appeal. Upon the argument of the rule, Reg. v. 
Justices of London (1895, 1 Q. B. 616), and Boulter y. Justices of Kent (1897, 
A. C. 536), were cited. 

Tue Covut (Wits and CuanngLt, JJ.), made the rule absolute. 

Wits, J., said that the case turned upon section 27 of the Alehouse 
Act, 1828, illustrated to some extent by section 29. It was established by 
the decision of tue House of Lords in Boulter v. The Justices of Kent, that 
when the question whether a licence shall be renewed comes in the first 
-instance before the licensing justices objectors may be effectually heard 
without the risk of being mulcted in costs. The contention of the 
respondent came to this—that when there is an appeal by a person’ the 
renewal of whose licerce is refused then, unless the licensing justices come 
forward and ¢ffectually fight the question whether the refusal was right 
or not, at the risk of being made to pay costs, the appellant is to have it 
all his own way, so far as concerned the examination of witnesses, argu- 
ment, andsoon. Such aconclusion would be so utterly wrong in itself 
that the court ought to look very closely to see whether the statute must 
necessarily be £0 construed. The interest of the public was just as great 

e appeal as it-was on the hearing of the original 

Objections, and yet if the respondent's argument were to prevail the public 
interests could not be appeal, becaurs persons wno might 
HiME ehoug y he first instance would not come forward 
uarter sessions at the rick of being made to pay costs. And in par- 
ticular the licensing justices would not come forward to fight such cases 
at the rick of baving to pay costs. Lord Herschell in Boulter’s case 
enumerated the considerations which led him to the conclusion that in 
proceedings before licensing justices there is no litigation and no parties, 
and that there is, therefore, no person whom the licensing justices can 
All these considerations seemed to apply equally to 


proceedings before quarter sessions on appcal. It followed that quarter 
sessions had no power to award costs agai he justices OF any other 
cence. fal 
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was plenty of material upon which those words would operate as the Act 
originally stood, because originally the-action applied to appeals against 
convictions and other appeals in which there wo’ in the 
ordinary way as well as to an appeal againsta@ refusal to renew a licence. 
Reg. v. The Justices of London, which was the authority for the giving of 
costs in this case, had lost its foundation by reason of the decision of the 
House of Lords in Boulter v. Kent Justices, that licensing justices are not a 
court of summary jurisdiction. The view that the quarter sessions had 
no power to give costs to an appellant was atrengthened by the fact that, 
while in section 29 of the Act of 1828 provision was made for the levy of 
costs given to the justices against the appellant, there was no correspond- 
i i “Ar nt.—CounNskL, 
; Horace Avory. Soutcrrors, Murr § Rusby, for Sharp, West 
Bromwich ; 4.8. C. Doyle, for Jackson, West Bromwich. 


[Reported by T. R. C, Dirt, Barrister-at-Law. } 


ORCHARD v. BUSH. Div. Court. 18th May. 


INNKEEPER—LIABILITY—Property or Guest—TemMporary REFRESHMENT— 
RESTAURANT IN A Horet. 


In this case the defendant, who was the proprietor of a hotel at Liver- 
pool, appealed from a decision of the county court judge of Liverpool in 
an action brought by the plaintiff to recover damages for the loss of an 
overcoat. The plaintiff carried on business in Liverpool, but his residence 
was outside the town, and he was in the habit of travelling daily by train 
from his home to Liverpool. On the day in question the plaintiff when 
going home on his way from his office to the station went into the 
defendant’s hotel for the purpose of dining. The dining-room in the 
defendant’s hotel was wood as a restaurant by a considerable number of 
persons other than those actually staying in the hotel. The plaintiff went 
into the dining-room, hung his coat upon a peg in the room, and was then 
served with dinner. At the conclusion of his meal, he found that the 
coat had disap d. The county court judge held that the relation- 
ship of landlord and guest existed between the defendant and the plaintiff 
although the latter had only used the hotel for the purpose of temporary 
refreshment, and he gave judgment for the plaintiff. In support of the 
appeal it was contended that there was no evidence to support the 
finding of the county court judge; that to constitute the relationship of 
landlord and guest there must be more than a temporary user of a 
restaurant in the hotel for the purpose of refreshment, and [the guest 
must come to the hotel as a traveller and wayfarer, within which category 
the plaintiff did not fall. 

Tue Court (Wits and Kennepy, JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Wits, J., said that the only question was whether the plaintiff was 
a guest at the defendant’s hotel, and his lordship failed to understand in 
what sense it could be said that the plaintiff was not a guest. Even if 
the word ‘‘ guest” was to be given the narrow definition contended for 
by the defendant—namely, a traveller and wayfarer, there was evidence 
that the plaintiff came within that definition. If he had been riding in 
the country and had stopped at au inn for refreshment, he would clearly 
have been a wayfarer. y, then, was he not so under the circumstances 
of this case? He was walking from his office to the station, en route for 
home, and on his way he called at the inn and was served with the 
refreshment which he required. His lordship, while inclining to the 
opinion that the plaintiff was both a wayfarer and a guest, was however 
not disposed to take such a narrow view of the meaning of the word 
guest. He thought that a guest was one who used an inn, either tem- 
porarily or otherwise, for the purpose of receiving such accommodation 
or refreshment as the innkeeper offered to thore coming to the house. It 
made no difference that the person did not stop the night. From the 
point of view of authority, there was not much to be said in favour of the 
suggested limited meaning of “‘ guest.”” In old times no doubt guests 
were more usually wayfarers than not. But the liability of an innkeeper 
arose whenever he received a person causa hospitandi. Why was it to be 
said that a person was not so received who came to an inn at any time of 
the day and was given refreshment. The present case was much less strong 
than Bennett v. Mellor (5 T. R. 273). There, a man who went to an inn 
for a purpose wholly unconnected with the use of 





guest. That was a stronger case than this, for the use made by the 
use of an inn by a guest than was the case in Bennett v. Mellor. His 
l.rdship refrained from saying what his decision would have been if the 
restaurant where the plaintiff had dined had not formed part of the hotel. 
The room in this case was used as part of aninn, andin the same way as al 
inn was used, and there was abundant evidence that refreshment was 
supplied by the defendant as innkeeper to the plaintiff a: guest. 
Kennepy, J., concurred. Appeal dismissed.—Counset, Montague Lush} 
Horridge. Soxtcrtors, Richard White, for Neale, Liverpool ; Tibbits § Co. 
(Reported by F. 0. Ropinson, Barrister-at-Law. } 


WHITE v. THE ASSESSMENT COMMITTEE OF BRADFORD-ON-AVON, 
Div. Court. 17th and 24th May. 

Poor Rate—Basis or Rargante Vatue—‘ Tien’? Pusiic-Hovse Aap 
Brewery—Market VaLur— Brewers as Competitors — Hyroruerical 
Tenants—Rent Paw ror THE Premises, Not ror THE Business CaARRIgs 
on Tuere—Parocutat Assxssment Act, 1836 (6 & 7 Witt. 4, c. 96) 
8. 


Special case stated by quarter sessions of the county of Wilts on appeal 





e at this 
D s0 because the quarter sessions were given power to make 
puch order, ‘‘ with or without costs, as to them seemed meet,’’ But there 


against a rate on a public-house. The question for the decision of the 
court was whether the fact that brewers were willing to give a price @ 





present plaintiff of the defendant’s inn was much more like the natural; 


inn as such, and | 
who, while waiting for an answer with reférénce to the business on which 

he went to the inn, sat down in the public room and took some refresh- | 
ment, was held to be a guest and to be entitled to the privileges of 4 | 
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rent higher than the ordinary yearly tenant would give for licensed 


premises was to be taken into consideration in estimating the rateable 
value of the property to the occupier. The quarter ions had held 
that in arriving at the value for a purposes of the premises it was 
the hereditament independently of, without reference 


personal 
contract with brewers that to be assessed—in fact, the free use, not 
excluding brewers as competitors, but treating them like other tenants, 
as tenants of an hereditament unfettered by any personal contract. The 
facts were as follow: The appellant at quarter sessions, Tue On 
was rated as occupier of a fully-licensed house, known as the Sun 
Inn, Bradford-on-Avon. Prior to March, 1897, the premises were rated 
at £18 15s. gross, and rateable value at £15. In Jan of that year 
Messra. Wilkins Bros. purchased them at public auction for £2,810, and 
let the premises to White as a tied house on an annual tenancy of £27 10s. 
In March, 1897, a new valuation list was made, the gross and rateable 
values appearing therein as £85 and £70 respectively. White a) — 
to the assessment committee and these figures were reduced to £70 and 
£58. From that assessment White appealed to quarter sessions. At the 
hearing it was proved that, owing to the competition between rival 
brewers to buy or rent licensed houses to sub-let as “‘ tied’’ houses, 
the premises would realize in the market a sum sufficiently 
high to eupport the assessrment aj against, but that 
if the house was let on a yearly tenancy asa free house brewers would 
probably give a rent higher by £10 or £15 a year than the rent of £27 103. 
paid by White as an ordinary tenant, and would recoup themselves by 
the profits on the sale of their beers, but that such an increased rent would 
not be sufficiently high to support the assessment against. The 
quarter sessions on this evidence reduced the assessment to £35 gross 
estimated rental and £28 net rateable value. The assessment committee 
——- In support of the appeal it was contended that the net annual 
value of such licensed premises within the meaning of the Parochial 
Assessment Act, 1836, was the fall value to the owner and not their 
value to the tenant in fact occup the house, and that the premises 
should be assessed at the value at w they would let to a hypothetical 
yearly tenant, all possible competitors who would be willing to take them 
from the owner being taken into account as possible hypothetical tenants, 
and that therefore the competition of brewers ought to be taken into 
consideration, although they did not in fact occupy the , and 
that the area of competition should not be restricted to such intendiag 
tenants as would themselves be willing to take the house for the purpose 
of carrying on a retail trade there: Reg. v. Wells (1867, L. R.2 Q. B. 
542). For the respondent, the oecupier, it was argued that the true test 
of the net annual value of such licensed premises was the rent that an 
ordinary tenant intending to occupy from year to year the premises asa 
‘free ’’ house for his own retail business would be willing to give for 
them ; not what the brewers might give for the purpose of conv 
the premises into a tied house. Dodds v. The Assessment Committee of South 
Shields (1895, 2 Q. B. 133), and reference thereto by Wright, J., in London 
County Council v. City of London Breweries (1898, 1Q. B. 393), and Sunderland 
Overseers ¥. Sunderland Poor Law Union (34 L.J.M.C. 121) were referred to. 
Tus Court upheld the decision of the quarter sessions. 
Rivisy, J., said an ordinary-tenant.intending to occupy the premises as 
position as the hypo- 
e statute; he was willing to give the rent for the 
premises, not for the business he carried on upon them. That was the 
difference between the two contentions, and in his opinion, the quarter 
sessions were right in holding that the premises only had to be assessed, 
and that although the competition of the brewers was not to be excluded 
in estimating the rent, publi be treated like other tenants from 


— 


blicaus-must 
year to year of a house or other property uatetterad by persons t. 
e i made by quarter ons on 
was correct, and the order appealed from would therefore be affirmed, and 
the appeal dismissed with coste. 


CuHANNELL, J., concurred.—CounszL, Foote, Q.C., Radcliffe, and Parr ; 
I. T. Bucknill, Q.C., and Hon. H. L. Lopes. Soxtcrrons, Berkeley, Calcott, 
Holloway, § Tudor, for Beav $ Compton, Bradford-on-Avon; Fyre, 
Dowling, § Co., for C. J. Jones, Trowbridge. 

[Reported by Exsx:ne Reup, Barrister-at-Law. | 











NEW ORDERS, &c. 
COUNTY COURT DISTRICTS. | 
Opnpgr in Covuncit. 

At the Court at Windsor, the 19th day of May, 1898. Present, the 
Queen’s Most Excellent Majesty in Council. 

Whereas it is-expedient to amend the County Court (Districts) Amend- 
ment Order in Council, 1898. 

Now therefore Her Majesty by and with the advice of Her Privy Council 
is pleased to order, and it is hereby ordered as follows ; 

1. This Order may be cited as County Court (Districts) Amendment 


SUMMER ASSIZES ON NORTH AND SOUTH WALES CIRCUITS. 
Onpzr iw Covnct. 
At the Court at Windsor, the 19th of May, 1898. Present, the 
is ey Onder ta! Ocaneil, bearing date the 28th day of Jul 
ereas by an 
one thousand eight hundred and Bay Ae mej ~ eed Bonen i 
certain arrangements as Circui were approved : 
And whereas it is ex that the said Order with 
t to the Summer Assizes on the North and South Wales Circuits : 
ow, therefore, Her Majesty in Council is pleased to order, and it is 


ts) as follows: 
In tke Order in Council to Circuits, dated the twent ee 
day of July, one thousand Re ww undred and ninety-three, omy ule 
to this Order shall be substituted for so much of the scheme in the 
schedule to the said Order of July, one thousand 
ninety-three, as relates to the Summer Assizes on the 
Wales Circuits; and the said Order in Council shall take effect subject to 
the substitution — this Order, and copy thereof hereafter 
printed may be printed with the substitution 72 a ihe % 

. H. Harnison. 


i 
2 


SCHEDULE. 
Circuits of Judges.—Civil and Criminal. 





North Wales, Chester, South Wales and 
and Glamorgan. Chester. 
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THE COLONIAL PROBATES ACT, 1892. 
Orper 1n Covncit. 


At the Court at Windsor, the 19th day of May, 1898. Present, the 
Queen’s Most Excellent Majesty in “ 
Whereas by the first on of ‘‘ The Colonial Probates Act, 1892,”’ it 
is pag ‘aj ae ‘9 

‘* Her Majesty the Queen 
of any British j Bic an pays AT adequate 
in that possession of Probates and Letters of 
the Courts of the United , direct by Order in 
Act shall, subject to any exceptions and modifications in 
Order, apply to that Possession, and thereupon, while Order is in 
force, Act shall apply the 
‘And whereas Her Majesty is satistied that the Legislature of the British 
Possession hereinafter mentioned has made adequate provision for the 
recognition in that Possession of Probates and Letters of Administration 
granted by the Courts of the United 





Order in Council, 1898, No. 2. 

2. This Order shall come into force on the first day of July one thousand 
eight hundred and ninety-eight, and shall be construed as one with the | 
above first-mentioned Ord: r. 

3. The County Court of Middlesex held at Edmonton shall as from the | 
first day of October one thousand eight hundred and ninety-eight be held | 
at Wood Green as well as at Edmonton. 

4. So much of the above first-mentioned Order as relates to the County 
Court of Durham held at Hartlepool, and the County Court of Glamorgan- 
shire held at Cardiff, shall not come into force until the first day of October 
ope trousand ejght hundred and ninety-cight. J. H. Hanntson. 


‘ accordingly. 


Now, therefore, Her Mae, IV see and in exercise of the powers by 
the above-recited Act in Her Majesty vested, is pleased by and with the 
advice of Her Most Honourable Privy Council to order, and it is herehy 
ordered as follows : 

‘* The Colonial Probates Act, 1892,’’ shall apply to the British Possession 
hereunder mentioned ; 


The Island of Saint Vincent. 


And the Right Honourable Joseph Chamberlain, one of Her Majesty's 
Principal Secretaries of State, is to give the necoesary Sirections hensta 
. H. Hanptoy, 
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LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENT. 


Mr. Tuomas Joun Broan, solicitor, of Watford, has been elected 
Coroner for the Watford Division of the couaty of Hertford. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
Disso.vTion. 


Wiutuiam Fowre and Wiui1am Hetnexen Horsratt, solicitors, North- 
allerton (Fowle & Horsfall). Sept. 30, 1897. [ Gazette, May 27. 





GENERAL. 


In view of the coming into operation of the Compensation Act the 
employers in the Darlington district have united informing an assurance 
company with a capital of £20,000 to meet any liabilities that may arise 
under the Act or under the Employers’ Liability Act. 


The following are the arrangements for the probate and matrimonial 
business of the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Division for the ensuing 
sittings: Causes set down for trial will be taken as follows: Undefended 
matrimonial causes, on Tuesday, Wednesday, Thursday, and Friday, 
June 7, 8, 9, and 10; and on each Monday after motions. Common jury 
causes (probate and matrimonial), on and after Tuesday, June 14. Pro- 
bate and defended matrimonial causes for hearing before the court itself, 
after the common juries are disposed of. Special jury causes (probate and 
matrimonial), on and after Wednesday, July 6. Divisional Court, Tues- 
days, June 7, July 5, and August 2. Motions will be heard in court on 
Mondays at 11 a.m. Summonses before the judge, on Saturdays at 10.30 
a.m. Summonses before the registrars, at the Probate Registry, Somer- 
set House, on each Tuesday and Friday at 11.30 a.m. All papers for 
motions on Mondays must be left in the Contentious Department of the 
Principal Probate Registry, Somerset House, before 2 p.m. on the pre- 
cedirg Wednesday. 





COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Reoistrars 1x ATTENDANCE ON 


Date Appgat Covuat Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
- No. 2. Norra. STIRLING. 
Mr. Pugh Mr. Pemberton Mr. Jackson 
Lavie Ward Carrington 
Pugh Pemberton Jackson 
Lavie Ward Carrington 
Pugh Pemberton Jackson 
Lavie Ward Carrington 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Kexewicu. Romer. ByRyeg. 
Mr. Godfrey Mr. Leach Mr. King 
Rolt Beal Farmer 
Godfrey Leach King 
Rolt Beal Farmer 
Godfrey Leach King 
Rolt Beal Farmer 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE.—QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
Masters 1n Cuampers ror Trinity Sirtines, 1898. 


A to F—Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays, Master Johnson; 
Tuesdays, Thursdays, and Saturdays, Master Pollock. 

G to N—Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays, Master Butler ; Tuesdays, 
Thuredays, and Saturdays, Master Macdonell. 

O to Z—Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays, Master Archibald ; Tues- 
days, Thursdays, and Saturdays, Master Wilberforce. 





A to F—AIl applications by summons or otherwise in actions assigned 
to Master Kaye are to be made returnable before him in his own Room, 
No. 181, at 11.30 a.m. on Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays until the 
30th of June. From that date all applications by summons or otherwise 
in actions assigned to Master Kaye will be made returnable before the 
masters of this Division. 

G to N—All applications by summons or otherwise in actions assigned 
to Master Walton are to be made returnable before him in his own Room, 
No. 175, at 11.30 a.m. on Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays. 

O to Z—All applications by summons or otherwise in“ actions assigned 
to Master Manley Smith are to be made returnable before him in his own 
Room, No. 114, at 11.30 a.m. on Tuesdays, Thursdays, and Saturdays. 

The parties are to meet in the aute-room of masters’ chambers, and the 
summonses will be inserted in the printed list for the day after the 
summonses to be heard before the master sitting in chambers, and will 
be called over by the attendant on the respective rooms for a first and 
second time at 11.30, and will be dealt with by the master in the same 
manner as if they were returnable at chambers. 

By Onper or tHe Masters. 








Wakrninc To 1ntenpinc Hovss Purcuaszrs ann Lesszrs.—Before pur- 

chasing or renting a house, have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 

ined, Tested, and Reported Upon by an Expert from Messrs. Carter 

Fee quoted on receipt of full 
. (Established 21 years.)--[Apvr.] 


Bros., 65, Victoria-street, Westminster. 
particulars 









THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 


June 6.—Messrs. Foster, on the premises, 110, Gl terrace, Hyde Park, at 3p.m., 
Leasehold Residence. Solicitors, Messrs. Linklater & Co., London. (See advertise< 
ment, this week, p. 10). 

June 7.—Messrs. Watton & Lux, at the Mart, at 2 p.m, Important Freehold Building 
Estate, with shop frontage of 700 feet along the tram-road to Tooting Common, the 
whole comprising 43 acres. Solicitor, William Eley, Esq., London. (See advertise- 
ment, this week, p. 10). 

June 8.—Messrs. Dovcias Youna & Co., at the Mart, at 2: 

Iiford.—In One Lot, Freehold Building Estate, having frontages of 209ft. to the high 
road and 409ft. to Green-lane. Also, in Six Lots, 60 Plots of Freehold Building 
Land, having a total frontage of 1,065ft.; and Five Shop Plots, having frontage 

of 103ft. Solicitor, H. N. Greenside, Esq., London 
Westbourne-grove.—Leasehold Investment, comprising a Block of Shop Property; 
the whole let upon repairing leases, at £419; lease 96 years. Solicitors, Messrs. 

Riddell, Vaizey, & Smith, London. 

bourne.—Two commodious Freehold Residences, each containing six bedrooms, 


+ 





drawing and dining rooms, smoking room, and breakfast room; let at £110. 
Solicitor, Chalton Hub ., London. 

Anerley.—Three semi-detached Leasehold Villas ; let at £36, £36, and £34; lease 80 
years. Solicitor, A. G. Dinn, -» London. 

Palmer’s Green.—Five semi-detached Freekold Villas; rentals, £44, £42, and £40. 
Solicitors, Messrs. Stanley, Evans, & Co., London. 

Acton,—A terrace of Six Leasehold Houses; rent, 15s. a week each, or together £214 

annum ; lease 95 years. Solicitors, Messrs. Vincent & Vincent, London. 

Old Kent-road, 8.E.—Three Leasehold Shops and Dwelling- houses ; let at £75; lease 
80 years. Solicitors, Messrs, Burton & Sons, London. 

Pimlico.—Two Leasehold Residences; let at £48 each; lease 35 years. Solicitor, 
W. M. Willcocks, Eeq., London. 

Clapham.—Leasehold Residence; rental £42; lease 72 years. Solicitors, Messrs. 
Morten & Cutler, London. 

Brixton.—Leasehold Terrace Hous2; let at £36; lease 70 years. Solicitors, Messrs. 
Seeley & Son, London. 

(See advertisements, this week, p. 5.) 
June 9.—Messars. C. C. & T. Moors, at the Mart, at 2: 

Manor Park.—Fourteen Plots of Freehold Land, ripe for building; roads made up. 
Solicitors, Messrs. Pearce & Sons, London. 

Mile End-road.—Frechold House and Shop; area over 900 square feet. Solicitors, 
Messrs. Tilleard, 4, Lombard-court, E.C. 

Cannon Street-road, St. George’s, E.—Freehold Shop, Workshop, and House ; let 
at £85. Solicitors, Messrs. Reed & mdon. 

Leyton-road.—Freehold corner Shop; value £45. Solicitors, Messrs. Geo. Brown, 
Sons, & Vardy, London. : - 

Forest Gate.— Leasehold Villa Residence ; let at £28 per annum ; term 67 years, 
Solicitor, H. H. Boorne, -, London 

Stepney.—Dwelling Houses and Stabling; let at £109; term 51 years. Solicitors, 
Messrs. Leslie Antill & Arnold, London. 

Woodford.—Villa ; let at £20. Solicitors, Messrs. Digby & Liddle, London 

Mile End-road.—Freehold House and Shop; let at £32. Solicitors, Messrs. Garner 
& Sons, Uxbridge. : 

St. ow ’s, E.—Freehold Property; let at £85. Solicitors, Messrs. Reed & Reed, 

don. 

Camberwell.—Seven Long Leasehold Houses ; let at £241 ; term over 68} years. 

Sydenham.—Four Dwelling Houses ; let at £132 ; term 24} years 

Poplar.—Two Freehold Houses; let at £49. 

Solicitor, J. Howard Smith, Esq., London. 
(See advertisement, this week, p. 8.) 
June 9.—Messrs. WoopHams & Son, at the Gilridge Hotel, Eastbourne, at 4 o'clock, 
Freehold Properties : 

Lot 1.—The Manor Farm, Chalvington, 2} miles from Berwick Station (L. B. & 8.C. 
Railway), consisting of 203 acres of land, with farm-house, cottages, and farm 
buildings; let at £290. 

Lot 2.—Curls Farm, Ripe, near Lot 1, consisting of 153 acres of land, with farm- 
house, cottages, and farm-buildings ; let at £187. 

Lot 3.—Cleaver’s Farm, Ripe, consisting of about 66 acres of land, with new farm- 
house, large cottage, and farm-buildi ; let at £100. 

Lot 4.,-Freehold, Accommodation, and Building Land, situate in Ripe, nearly one 
acres; frontage, 190 feet; let at £5. 

Solicitors, Messrs, Bell, Brodrick, & Gray, London. 
(See advertisement, this week, p. 6.) 


RESULT OF SALES. 


The following were among the Lots Sold at Messrs. H. E. Foster & Crayrikvvp's fort- 
nightly sale of Reversions and Life Policies, at the Mart, E.C., on Thursday last :— 
REVERSIONS: £ 
Absolute to one-sixth of £6,755 12s, 2d. 2} per Cent. Consols; life 
aged 68 ere soo ane ees = sand aii -. Bold 765 
Absolute to £1,924 Midland Railway 2} per Cent. Preferred Stock 
and £1,924 Midland Railway 2} per Cent. Deferred Stock; life 
aged 5D ; eee tee oo one oe oe oe oes eee ” 1,325 
LIFE POLICIES: 
For £2,000; life 79 eee eee eee eee oe oe oes eee ” 2,720 
For £1,005; life 47 ah woken “a ~ ee Gee ce’ ome a 520 
For £3,000; life 46 ove oe ese ove eee eos oes oe oy 710 
For £5,000; life 46 ose eee eee eee ” 110 


Messrs. C. C. & T. Moore, on Thursday, at the Mart, disposed of various houses for 
£5,000. A house in Approach-road, Victoria-park, realized £360, and villa residences 
in Buckhurst-hill, £2,185. Six houses in Newnham-street, Spitalfields, sold for 
£2,520. 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Faipay, May 27, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


Luurrep 1s CHancery. 

Barry Dock axp District Steam Launpry Co, Limrten—Creditors are required, on or 
before July 31, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Richard Henry March, 19, Mount Stuart sq, Cardiff. Ingledew & Sons, 
Cardiff, solors 

Brack Swax Gortp Miyz, Luurep (In Liquipation) —Creditors are required, on or 
before August 22, to send their names an resses, and the iculars of their debts 
and claims, to John William Woodthorpe, Leadenhall bldgs, Leadenhall st Williams 
& Neville, Winchester House, Old Broad st, solors for the liquidator 

Baritisn Canapian Devecorpment Syynpicate, Liwirep—Creditors are required, on or 
before July 1, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to H. 8t. John aoe, Sey House, Blomfield st. Mayo & Co, 10, 
Draper’s gdns, solors for the liquidator . 

CovoytaL Kartway Construction Co, Limiren—Creditors are required, on or before 

June 24, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts and claims, 

to Joseph Shubrook, 9, 





Iupnovep Exectro Piatine Co, Linirep—By an order made by Wright, J, dated A) 
27, it was ordered that the vieutety up of the company be continued. FT 
Rushton, 14, New inn, Strand, solor for petner 
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J Fevez & Co, Limrrep—Creditors are —— on or i July 1, to send their names 
and ad to Cooper Corbidge, 


addresses, and particulars of their ebts and claims, 19a, Cole- 

man 

Lonpow anp Carpptz Crerx Repvcriox Cpenene Liurrep—Petn fonts wo. 
presented May 17, directed to be heard on June 8. Hy. Daniell, 4, Gt Winchester 


st, solor for the petner. Notice of appearing must poke? -- the above-named not later 
than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of June 7 

News Avsraauian Synpicate, Lumirep—Creditors eee socaivedl, on or before Angus 6, 8, 
to send their names and addresses, and the articulars of their Sate ot eee oe 
William Woodth , Leadenhall bldgs, enhall st. Williams & Neville, Old 
Broad st, solors to the Liquidator 


New Vicroria Mansions Restavraxrt Co, Limrren—Pe‘n for winding w sented 
May 25, directed to be heard on Wednesday, June8. Helliwell, Harby, r vershed 
61, (a:ey st, solors for the petner. Notice of appearing must ust reach the above-named 
not later than 6 o’clock in t e afternoon of June 7 

Pentonvitte Stampinc axp Esoing+ ine Co, Liurrep—Petn for windiog up, presented 
May 24, directed to be heaid on Wednesday, June 8. Ward & Co, 7, st, Cheap- 


side, agents for Lane & Co, Birmingham, solors for petners. N tice of appearing must 
reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock ia the afternoon of June 7 

Putxce Sream Suiprine Ixsurance Co, Limmrep—Creditors are required, on or before 
July 31, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debcs or claims, to 
James Knott, Prudentia) Assurance bidgs, Newcastle on Tyne. Pybus & Son, New- 
castle on Tyne, soiors for liquidator 

RN Cunnincuam & Co, Limirep—North, J, has, an order dated Ma: pa 
Walter Francis Mills, 37, Walbrook, to be offici liquidator in the ~ ka 
Newson Smith, deceased 

Samoa STEAMSHIP Co, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before July 9, to send their 
names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Arthur Herbert Crow, 
3, Rumford pl, Liverpool Batesons & Co, Liverpool, solors to liquidator 

UnNvimitep Ix CHANCERY. 

Paince Sream Suiprine pamomaninn—<netans are required, on or before July f to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to James 
Knott, Prudential Assurance plage, Newcastle on Tyne. Pybus & Son, Newcastle on 
Tyne, solors for liquidator 

London Gasette.—Turspay, May 31. 
JOINT STOCK CUMPANILBS 
Luarrep m CHarogry. 

A N Myers & Co, Limrrep—Creditors are _——, on or before July © to cand Gots 

ad , and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William Robert 

Aravuco Co, Limirep—Petn for winding up, presented May 26, directed to be heard on 
June 9. Budd & Co, 24, Austinfriars, solors for petners. Notice of appearing must 
reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of June 8 

* Bengeracror” Steamsuip Carpirr Co, Limirep—Creditors are 
July 9, to send their names and ad *#, and the oe of t = debts or auidator 
to Mr. Jobn ‘Thomas Duncan, 55, James st, Cardiff, 

Mos.ey Hore, Limirep— Petn for windi up, a May 26, di 
on June 9 Cunliffes & Davenport, 48, meery lane, a for Bates & pe mene 
Manchester, solors for petners Notice of agpenniag must reach the above-named not 

later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of June 8 


UnitEep Miwxs Ort Repvotion Co, Limirep—Peta 4d winding up, oon May 20, 
directed to be heard on June 8 wurst avenue, solors to 
—- Notice of appearing must reach the sete Re. not later than 6 o’clock in 

e afternoon of June 3 
County Pauatine or Lancaster. 
Lucorep in Caanorey. 

Cioe Bote axp Woop Fisre Co, Liwirep—Petn for winding up, presented May 28, 
directed to be heard at St. George’s Hall, Liv: 1, on Monday, June 13, Mather, 
13, Harri m st, Liverpool, solor for petner. otice of appearing must reach the 
above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of June 11 

FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED 

Coventry Geyerat Reserve Siox Fuxp Fairnpty Society, White Horse Inn, Coventry, 
Warwick May 25 

Portsmoutse Divistox Royat Marines Serceants’ Deata ayp Discuarcs Brygrit 
Society, Forton, Gosport, Hants May 25 

Unirep Sisters FemaLe Beserir Society, Headless Cross, Warwick May 25 

West Somerset Friznpiy Society, Williton, Somerset May 25 


CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICI. CAP. 45. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, May 13. 
AspLanp, Jony Legs, Manchester June 30 Butcher & Barlow, Bury 
Barker, Patip, Willaston, nr Nantwich June 30 Darbishire & Co, Manchester 


Baane, Lieut-Col Freperick St Joun Newpecate, Wangford, Suffolk June24 Farrer 
& Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 


Bevay, The Rev Davip Barctay, Tunbridge Wells June 13 Bevan & King, Chancery 


lane 
Buy, Joun Henry, Gt Yarmouth, tronmonger June 27 Diver & Preston, Gt Yarmouth 
Boxyer, Jonn Gores, Streatham, Solicitor June 10 Thorne & Welsford, Grace- 


church st 
Bucxixcuaw, Jou, Shaftesbury av June 24 Turner, Bedford row 


Buckiey, Sapene Suaw, Mossley, York, Cotton Spinner June 15 Fletcher, Ashton 
under Lyne 

Buryg, ~~ reas Charing Cross Hotel June24 Wickings Smith & Son, Lincoln’s 
inn 

Cartweicut, Heven Exizanetu, Blackheath June15 Perkins & Weston, Gray’s inn 


8q 
Cuare.i, Joux, Plymouth June 20 Rooker & Co, Plymouth 





Cour, Euzzasrm, Southsea June1 Soames & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Corssiz, Awwe Hanpcastte Hatpaws, Westbourne ter July 1 Thorowgood & Co» 


—— ct ; 

Corram, Exizazeta, Preston, Grocer June6 Craven, Preston 

Crawsuay, Watrer, Nievre, France June17 A R & H Steel, College hill 
Crort, Euizasera Caraantne, York Junell Ware & Sons, York 
Davayrmr.e, Many, Withington, Lancs June27 Hall & Co, Manchester 
D-cxexcoy, Bensamix, Huddersfield June 10 Brook, Huddersfield 

Dovure, Wittiam, Sevenoaks, Kent, Doctor June17 Knocker & Co, Sevenoaks 


Exeter, Hon Baowxitow wry Georas, Marquess or, Stamford, Lincoin July 1 
Walf Pictaaiiny . 


alfords, Bolton st, 
Farnoos, Wituiam, Eling, Buisder June 24 Ruston & Co, Brentford 


GaLz, Jone Weston Persas, Cheriton, Somerset June 10 Jon+s & Forrester, Malmes- 


uy ; 

Garton, Anne Jane, Southport June 25 Welsby & Smalishaw, Southport 

Grost, Frepenicx, Bermondsey June 25 Irvine & Borrowman, Hart si, Mark In 
Hackett, Mantua, Warningcamp, nmr Arundel, Sussec June 3) Riper & Co, 


Haut, Masia Canouine, Liverpool June13 Kelly, Liverpoul 

Ha satt, Roseart, St Helens, Lancs, Provision Dealer June 27 Thomas, St Helen 
Haxxixsox, Gronrcs, Barrow in Furness, Sawyer Junel4 Taylor, Barrow in Furness 
Harpcastie, Wittiam, Pendleton, nr Manchester June6é Crofton & Co, Manchester 
Hopson, Barpeet, Aughton, nr Ormskirk Junel4 Clarke & Cu, Preston 

Hopson, Tuomas, Aughton, nr Ormskirk June 14 Clarke & Co, Preston 

Hoaa, James, North Rode, nr Congleton, Cheshire June 12 Symonds, Kettering 
Hoimes, Witi1am, Manchester July 11 Lawson & Co, Manchester 

Hoyts, Jonx, Rochdale May'2i Wiles & Thompson, Rochdale 

Inver, Exizaseta Haraison, Huyton, Lancs, June 15 Yates &Co, Liverpool 

Invive, Gzoncs, Kendal, Hotel Porter June il Watson & Chorley, Kendal 

James, WitLiam, Denham, Bucks June 24 Woodbridge & Sons, Uxbridge 

JEENS, Snes Hewry, St Paul’s rd, Camden sq, Histvrical Engraver June 22 Bond, 


J wR... .. Se Tunbridge Wells June4 Jenuings, Walbrook 

Jounson, James, Carrington, Notts June 80 Watson & Co, Nottingham 

Lampert, Exvizasetu Brock, Tunbridge Wells June8 Harris, Tonbridge 

Luauizy, Hararet, Brighton June13 Bannister & Reynolds, Basinghall st 

Marues, Evizaseta Annz, Handsworth June 2i Syrett, Finsbury pavt 

Moorz, Joun Pauey, Ashford, Middlesex June 24 Wilde & Co, College hill 

Myers, Mavrice, Bayswater June 27 Robinson & Stannard, Eastcheap 

Nioutixcate, Rurs, Blackburn June 13 Marriott, Blackburn 

Pearson, Susanxau, Sheffield: July 6 Rodgers, Sheffield 

ee —~wa Ciara, Highbury June 22 Douglas-Norman & Co, New court, Lincoln’s 


Rag, Carsartve Ametia, Cheltenham June8 Bubb & Co, Cheltenham 
Recenss, Rev Jems Liewettys, Spratton, Northampton Junel Browne & Haviland, 


Rooke, Epwarp, York June 11 Ware & Sons, York 

Szacer, Gzonos, Clacton on Sea May31 Tiddeman & Enthoven, Finsbury sq 

Suet, Cuartes, New Swindon, Wilts, Foreman June 10 Withy, New Swindon 
Srpsoy, Saran Mary, East Acton May 30 Quayle & Ouvry, Arundel st 

Snmmonps, Anwestey Otrvern Wester, Bermondsey Augi Turner & Co, King st 
Srrtixtox, Gzorez Frepericg, Stonehouse, Glos May 21 Croome & Co, Stroud 
Tsang, Seemes Surouivrs, Epsom Junell Whitehouse & Etherington, Lincoln’s inn 


Surrn, Apranam, Leeds, Farmer June13 Arundel, Leeds 

Surra, Faepsrick Heap, Manchester, Manufacturer June 30 Innes, Manchester 
Sparks, Isaac, Camberwell June13 Sparks & Blake, Crewkerne 

Srirr, H Dover, Builder June 18 Stillwell & Harby, Dover 

Tuomrsoy, Erten Pearse, Sticklepath, Devon June 20 Chilcott & Chilcott, Tavistock 
Tovey Rin ig hs. Holloway, Pensioner. June 15 Howard & Shelton, 


Turner, Tom Dixon, Weketeld, Butcher July1 Mander & Co, Wakefield 


Vexvon, Right Hon Haneret Frances Mania, Dowager Lady, Park st Julyl1 A&H 
White, Great Marlboro’ st 
Wuiten, Levi, Norton Cuckney, Nottingham, Foreman Mason June 10 Aloock, 


Wi.xrxsow, Saran, Leigh, Lancs May 26 Unsworth, Leigh 
Wituiams, Ricuarp, Llanrhwydrus, Anglesea, Farmer June 20 Pennington & Higson, 


Li 
Waser, Tuomas, Stalybridge, Chester, Grocer June 30 Innes, Manchester and 
Wizs0x, Leamington June 4 Jennings, Walbrook 











Wry, aun Heath, Bi Tocagey ee Sea June 24 H Clifford Gosnell & Tierney, Fins- 
vEnn! 


bury P 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. Canna, Jems Joum, Gmeth 
Comm ‘Davo, 


London Gasette.—Fuipay, May 27. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. Ord i 4 
Abranams, Henry, Kingston upon Hull, Cycle Manufac- eg Maarix 
turer Kingston upon Hull Pet May 23 Ord May 23 allerton ‘ 
Avprecat, Jonn Pavan, Walworth, Butcher High Cuurt CuowritEs, Ciara 
Pet May 6 Ord May 24 24 et May 2) “Ord May 21 


Staffs, Builder West Brom- oe see, Sony, Bohn Kingston, 
May 23 

Tailor Birmingham Pet 

Topeliffe, Yorks, Hay Dealer North- baat ten 

Pet May 24 Ord 


= i 
“2 fe. Ord Say 33 


May 24 heer rata Wea lacy 3 25 
Yorks, Painter Bradford Haron Frevesic ws Gontamt, Kent, Baker Hastings 


ee m, Taowas) 2 


AL righ Court Enetano, Norwood, ~~ iene , bes T ee @ H H 
Court Pet May 24 Ord May 24 Deintsr, JuLivs Apourn, Tottenham Onut ot, Cabinet | Hewitt, Joux Tuomas, soses Heyry Hewers 
denne’ Tuomas, Deeping Bt eg ot Lines, Farmer Peter- er High Court Pet gg Ord May tay 3 Fish Salesmen Bolton Pet May % Ord 
borough Pet May 23 Ord Ma Evans, Henny, Merthyr | al ‘ailor Mexthyr Tydfil F 
Aruertox, WituaM Urtos, Biarritz, + on High Court Pet May 23 a; tw Hows, Tuomas, ae a ie potion Merchant 
Pet March 3i Ord May 24 ares ae = Radnors, Farmer nee ee ys or Wea a 
radf: ‘01 REVO rexham, Butcher 
ary Pudaer, Es. eee. Say Faeepman, Josera, Gopauit, Ora Cycle , Cardiff Boa eon Pet May 23 Ord 


Baxewett, Cuaries Atrrep, Walsall, Pursemaker Wal- Pet May 23 Ord May 23 
sall Pet May 23 Ord May 23 

Braviry, Cuaries, Ashton oie Lyne, Grocer Ashton 
under Lyne Pet May4 Ord May 23 

Brooxes, Henry Lasxouam, Nether Worton, Oxford, 
Solicitor Oxford Pet May 24 Ord May 24 May 23 Ord May 23 








Gisseys, E nse, Ona May 23° , Farnborough High Court 
Pet March 31 


Gaivritus, Gzorce tak sen, and Grorcs Henay 
Gairvirus, jun, Newport, Builders Newport, Mon Pet yon, cna nied Mey Satu, Scenic Artist Oxford 


Hosen, Tene, Meuscediin, he A Aberystwith 
aot May 10 
Jos, Heazee Cardiff, Hay Dealer Cardiff Pet May 23 





f 
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Jonzs, Perse Seema, meet, Tobacconist Birken- 


head Pet May 24 Ord May 
Holli —— Coal Merchant 

Pet May 21 Ord 

Les, Witium Feanycer, Pireell, away Bovdies 
"Draper Dewsbury ~~ ae dae 

Les 1LLiam Srepaex, Gt far et Companies 

High Court Pet “ee Ord 

Luioyp, Wuaius, Llanrwst, Licensed Victualler Port- 
madoc Pet May24 Ord May 24 

Lock, ae Barnstaple, Booteeller Barnstaple Pet 
May7 Ord May 24 


cane, , a un, Se Benton, Northumberland, Oil 
Mer'ss 4 -B- fy Pet May 23 Ord 


Seunk cme, Reoieneten, Bucks, Farmer Banbury 
Pet May 20 Ord May 20 

—— Gono, Beachampton, Bucks, Farmer Banbury 

_—. = Tovr, Gt Winchester st High Court 
Pet May 6 Ord May 25 

ee. Aonas, Lancaster Preston Pet May 12 


KE} x, Jou, Casi, Fish Merchant Cardiff Pet May 


Movpy, cern hed Grorcr, Gt gma Grocer Gt 
G y Pet May 25 wong od 
Moseranp, Cuarues, orgeman Stockton on 
Tees Pet May 21 Ord May 21 
Moretoyx, Wii.ram, Ty nr Northwich, Farmer 
Ma Ord Ma: 


y7 y 23 
Mozais, Witu1am, Coleford, Gl Boot Manufacturer 
Mon Pet May 34 


May 24 
oe Walsall, Baker Walsall Pet May 21 
y 2 
Nysure, Jacguzrs Nartuax, 
Clerk 


Hammersmith, 
High Court Pet Ma: 8 Ord May 25 
Co k Kentish T Town Leicester 


Nocxs, 


Pet May 28 


Pasxry, ences Warts, Swansea Swansea Pet May 
21 Ord May 21 
Paxgy, Apa, and ae i Pazry, Aberdare, Milliners 
Aberdare Pet Ma Ord May 23 
— Sas ond Mey a ¥ ie Wom, Grocer Dewsbury Pet 
‘a 
Sheen Joszru eee, and W11.1am Horson, Leeds, 
Wholenale Stationers Leeds Pet May 24 Ord May 


guen Avrrep, eaten, Brassworker Sheffield Pet 
May 23 Ord May 
Secon Tuomas Ce encuth, Fruiterer Exeter Pet 


8 one Ts May $8 "ae Rhyl, Surgeon Ban Pet 
UMMBEHILL, Toomas Hexry, r 
May 2% Ord May 24 ' “ 


Tarsvox, Witu1am Rossrt, 8 ——} Lanes, Baker 

Liverpool Pet May 23 Ord May 
Vow ome oo Frizpricu pare _— ALEXAN- 
a High Court Pet May 


23 3 Ord Ma 
Warp, Ervest Wanmicx, West epee, Tailor High 
Court Pet Ord May 25 


Wess, Epwarp 5, eS oa Bristol, Butcher 
Bristol Pet May 23 Ord May 23 
Wage, Jame Ve \ beard eon.” Wilts, Draper 
8 
Weews, rr otanian, Baas, Wi Wine —, High Court 
Yaras, Anes, Halifax, Waiter Halifax Pet May 2 
Patios ae | = that published in the 


of May 10: 


Banues, Socen Ame Piomonth PI ith Pet May 7 
Ord May » Plymouth ymou! y 


Amended. atte substituted for ua _ pesmoted in the 


London Gazette of 
Foxes, Cuarues » Rowane, Wood Green, Paper - 
Dealer Edm et A 28 om 
ADJUDICATION oe Relates 
ORDER RESCINDED. 


Axpraps, Soromon Hyam, rd, Canonbury, 
Stockbroker High Court Ord a May 30, 1808 Adjud 
July 4, 1893 Rese and Annul, RESCINDED 


P P. Li Fg ~-% ‘erpool ard Dec 1 
‘nice Prawn, Liv Liv 
1897 Resc May 20, 1898 . 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
AvBgecnut, Joux Parzicx, Walworth, Butcher June3 at 12 
st 


Axpovs, Frawx Exoiaxp, Norwood, Dealer in Antiquities 
June 3 at 2.30 Bankruptcy st 
Aprep, Joszru, —, Baker June 4 at 11.30 Off Rec, 
chmbrs, Temple av 
‘ALTER, Pudsey, Yorks June 6 at 12 Off 


max, Blackburn, Commission Agent June 
10 af 2.90 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 
South Bhi. ids, Pu Manager June 
ee Oe taachiniet Te 
Lanes, Machinist 


ATKINsON, 


Bat 3 Off Rec, 95. 
Ciov mee Joszrn, Kendal, L, 


Kendal 
Crowruer, CLaza, Cleckheaton, Yorks June 6atill Off 
31, Manor row, Bradford 
Bere, ‘Dinix, Pontypridd, Butter Merchant June 6 at 
High st, Merthyr Tydfil 
ne ‘Juniws Apo.rn, Tottenham Court rd, Cabinet 
Maker June6atil Sankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Dewnusert, Jous Henny, and Groner eee She flield 
June 3 at2.20 Off Rec, wane Ag 
Duxs, Arics Saypers, Devon ee House 
Ke JuneGatil 6,A enmwum ter, Pt mouth 
_—, _ Sheffield, Monumental Mason une 8 at 2 





Rec, Figtree in, Sheffield 
Seame Bipusy, Leeda, Hardware Factor June 6 at 11 Off 
F cn Wi - Bte Hertford, Chemist 
Lack, CHARLES ILLIAM, venage, emis 
June 6at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 











Grane EY eden Runley, June 3 at 12 
’ > pueenenge 
ee Og Lincoln, Decorative Painter June 7 at 12 


Hewirt, Joux Txomas, and Gzoncs Hewry Hewirt, 
Bolton, Fish Selesmen June7 at 3 16, Wood st, 


ton 

Hornistow, Freeman, Weymouth, Butcher June 3 at 
10.30 King’s Arms Hotel, Dorchester 

Lamparp, Samvuet, Hollingbourne, Kent, Coal Merchant 
June 8atil Off Rec, 9, tole 

Lez, Wituiam Sreraen, Gt ester Spee 
Secretary June 8 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, 


Lock, aes Barnstaple, Bootseller June 4 at 11 
King’s Arms Hotel, 


Barnsta 

Lovett, Roperr Caries, Penzance, Potato Merchant 
June 7 at12 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 

Maatix, Witu1am Henry, Wallis Poe, Senate, Baker 
June 15 at 11.30 Aaceene yh 

age, ”, wna Merchant June 

a 19, Quay st, fa 

Mi.yes, Rosesrt, Hach dale, Woolstapler June 7 at 11.15 

Townhall, Rochdale 


Moorrne, Tuomas, Bedford, Corn Dealer June 4 at 11 

Sennen, deus, Pelee, ose, Bese Dales’ Sune 6c 
ORGAN, JOBN, recon, une 

10 2 Otta'st Hereford 


Seeen Gsorce Hetey, meee a Essex, Grocer 
June 8at10 Sbirehall, Chelmsf 

PuItuips, ase James, Sas were Innkeeper June 4 
atll Off Rec, 4. Queen st, Carmarthen 

Rersiz, Watney, Oldham, Journalist June 9at3 Off 
Ree, Bank chmbrs, , Queen st, Oldham 

Rivspatz, Tomas Heney, Beckenham, Kent June3 at 
11.30 2, Railway app, London bri 

Rocers, Atraep JosePs, Gas Kent, Coal Mer- 
chant June 6 at 11.30 115, 

Saunpens, ee Torquay, ay June 16 at 10.45 
Off Rec, 3, Bedford 


Scoues, "Tout. Southwark st, Solicitor June 3 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy bl oS ew 
Suiians, Hooaen, dhatton tes, Coal Miner June 9 
at 10.30 


yon 
avers Toma Landpert, Goel Dealer” oes 8at3 Of 
Rec, Cambri junct, High st, Portsmouth 
Tar.or, Joux Aubert, Egrem ont, Cheshire June 6 at 12 
Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Terry, Euan, Barnsley, Joiner June 9 at 10.15 Off 


Rec, Regent st, 

Watper, E J Eowis, Beer In, Provision Dealer June 6 
atil Bankru Mg Carey st 

Witsy, Queene, a ie. Merchant June 
Bat 3.30 Of Ree, chmbrs, Ba’ 


tley 
ler Sypysy Hurst, Brynmawr, Grocer June 7 at 
65, High st, Merthyr 
Wau. Frepesicx aa Mincing In June 3 at1 Bank- 
ruptcy 
Womack, Gzorae, Grimethorpe, nr Barnsley, Farmer June 
9at10 Off Rec, Regent st, Barnsley 
Wrees CHARLES, snus, Regent's Path “> oh Merchant June 3 
atl Writer 
Yates, Avra, i wed im l4atil Off Rec, 
Townhall chm! 
Amended ee Oo rated for that published in the 
London Gazette of May 17: 
as 5 fone seaman, ag & Superenange June 


H ee toe tell, Cycle Manuf: 

Asranams, Henny e ‘ac- 

turer ‘Kingston upon Hull Pet May 93 Ord May 23 

Aten, Taomas,  Deeping Bt J aa Mey Lines, Farmer Peter- 
borough P 


“Prox Stud Glos, Innkeeper 
Ord Ma: = 

ATKINSON, Wacren, Paseey, Yorks Bradford Pet May 
23 Ord Ma 


y 24 

Baxewewt, Cuasies ALYRep, ee, Pursemaker Wal- 
sall Pet May 23 Ord May 

Bovuutpex, WILLIAM Boughton. cater Arm | Kent, Wheel- 
wright Ca Canterbury Pet April 29 Ord May 

Brown, Josspn, Croydon, Butcher High Court Pet April 
14 Ord May 20 

Cazrse, Joux, Smethwick, Staffs, Builder West Brom- 
Pet May 23 Ord May 23 

Cuivers, Guonon Jauxs, Islington Builder High Court 
Pet April 28 Ord May 

Coram, ARTHUR om, Batton Guildford, Farmer Guild- 
ford Pet March 19 an Yak, 

Cossims, Martin, By | Yor Md Dealer North- 
allerton Pet May 24 Ord Ma 

ores, Se Cleckheaton, "Yorks, Painter Brad- 


Ord May 21 
Davias, Davin, >, Barry Dosh, nr nr Cardiff, Grocer Cardiff 
Pet May 16 Ord = 
Tuomas, Roszat Burp, and Eowarp Hyper Lex, 
bldgs, Fruit Brokers High Court Pet May 
24 
Dswnvunet, Joux Henny, and Grorex Loxepwny, Sheffield 
par ELE stress sgt 
woop, WitL1aM Lsyorsten, , Adv 
Wandsworth Pet May13 Ord 21 
Evans, aes, — Tydfil, Tailor Merthyr Tydfil 
Pet May Ord y 23 
Evans, Josten Liandilo Graban, Farmer Hereford Pet 
May Ord May 24 
Fox, oe Craxz, Upper Clapton High Court Pet 
April 15 Ord May 
Fasepuay, J oseen, Cardi, Cycle Manufacturer Cardiff 
Pet May 23 Ord May 23 
Fouvxes, Cnarves Seman, Wood Gr 
dealer Edmonton Pet April 28 ‘Ord Manas 
Gu —_ Samu — Co Cigar Maker High Court 
Pet April 27 Ord May 23 
Guivritus, Geonok Hewny, sen, and Groncx Henry 
Gaurviras, jun, Newport, Builders Newport, Mon 
Pet May 21 Ord May 25 


Guys, Tromas Ni Licensed Victualler 
Nottingham Pot liay Ord May 24 


wag Gonos Siem , Brick Burner Wolver- 
Pet Ma: May 25 


AnNpEEws, —, 
Gloucester 











en Otten Sonieamh, Kent, Baker Hastings 


Hempsey, Witiiam, Kael Clevedon, Seman, Cal Cates 
Bristol Pet May 13 Ord May 23 

Hewitt, Jonn Tuomas, and George Heyry Hewirr 
Bolton, Fish Salesman Bolton Pot May 24 Ord 


Hows, a ateen: Abercarn, Sntien Merchant Newport, 


Mon Pet Mayili Ord Ma: 
ee Joun ss Brym! _ Al Wonton, Butcher 
Candift Pet May 23 


May 23 Ord "May 
Dealer 
com, ERygst ame, Sues, Beenic Artist Oxford 


Jos, Hunny, Cardiff, Hay 
Ord May 23 
et May 24 May 
Jonzs, Perzer Tuomas, ae. Tobacconist Birken- 
head Pet May24 Ord May 
Lampagp, Samus, Holingbourne, Kent, Coal Merchant 
Maidstone Pet May 20 Ord May 21 
Les, Wituam Fearuizy, Birstall, a iicy aaa 
raper a Pet May 23 Ord Ma: 
Epwagp, Pall Mall, Furniture Dealer High 
Court Pet April 4 Ord May 24 
Luorp, hedge Lianrwst, Licensed Victualler Port- 
matioe Pet May 23 Ord May 2% 
Lona, oy jun, Denton, Northumberland, oil 
Dealer Newcastle on Tyne Pet Ma Ord May 23 
Lovett, Epwix, Beachampton, Bucks, er Banbury 
Pet May 20 Ord May 24 
Lovet, Georce, Beachampton, Bucks, Farmer Banbury 
M aeons Ae soy Bag abo Tailor High Court 
ENDELSOHN, JULIUS, olborn, or our’ 
Pet May 10 Ord May 
Mowyx.ey, ——— ‘yich Merchant Cardiff Pet May 
23 Ord Ma: 
Moopy, a tH Grorce, Gt a Groner Gt 
Grims! Pet —» AO Ord May 
Mogevanp, CHARLEs, 
Tees Pet May 20 Ord May 21 
Mon Pet gt A, 
Nocts, Brotor, Walsall, er "Wala" Pet May 21 
comme Teoma, Kentish Town Leicester Pet May 23 
Ord May 23 
Parkin eee Warrs, Swansea Swansea Pet May 21 
y 
Parry, Ava, and Frorence Parry, eee, Milliners 
BR - H ae eek ale Dewsb' Pet 
ENDER, Henry » Yor rocer wsbury 
May 23 Ord May 23 
Saunpers, Tuomas, "Dartmouth Fruiterer Exeter Pet 
May 23 Ord May 
a Avosr,' Pi Pontypria, Butcher Pontypridd 
May 
ome. feo, > Rotherha mn, Yorks, Brass Worker Shef- 


me. ay A, May 29, Ora May 33 Cambs. Cambri Pet 

8 a eee ae Rhyl, Surgeo: Ma Pet. 

UMMERHILL, THOMAS a7 urgeon Bangor 
May 24 May ee 


y 

Surron, Tomas, Landport, Hants, Coal Dealer Porte- 
mouth Pet April 29 Ord May 23 

Tay.or, Jonn Apert, Egremont, Cheshire Birkenhead 
Pet May 12 Ord May 25 

Waker, Aubert Arruur, Ossett, Le Cabinet Maker 
Dewsbury Pet April 29 Ord May 21 

Wess, Epwarp Wim, Totterdown, Bristol, Butcher 
Bristol Pet May 23 Nag = ig 

a" — Halifax, Waiter Halifax Pet May 24 


24 
Years, Toleem oo, Working Gardener Bristol Pet 
May 17 Ord May 25 


Amended notice substituted mj that peetenet in the 
London Gazette of May 
Basms, Susan Ayn, Plymouth Fen Pet May7 Ord 
7 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
Paice, Frank, Liverpool, Liverpool Adjud Deo 
30,1897 Annul coed 20 


areas. May 31, 

RECKIVING DERS. 

Apsort, Tuomas, Harrogate, Yorke Farm Labourer York 
Pet May 26 Ord May 26 

AsLetr, ARgTHuR a Oardiff, Grocer Cardiff Pet 
May 26 Ord May 

pny i Sass, Camborne, Cornwall, Farmer 
Truro Pet May 19 

Bienxuory, "oe. Kendal, Caxtle Dealer Kendal Pet 
May 26 Ord 


y 26 
CanrenrEe Jas ia a CLavanuar, Cardiff Cardiff Pet May 


CarMax, @noen _ upon a, Joiner Kingston 
- upon Pet May 26 Ord May 
AVIES, WARD, Bootle, Lancs, 

May7 Ord May 25 

Deans, Witt1am Henry, Carlisle, Painter Carlisle Pet 
May Ord May 27 

Dove.as, Ropert Caries, Sale, Chester, Commission 
Agent Pet May 27 Ord May 27 

Fane, Wittiam, Stratford upon Avon, Baker Warwick 
Pet May 23 Ord Ma og & 

Fairs, ome, men w Grinder Sheffield Pet May 
27 y 

Granam, Watrer, Buckingham st, Send, Architect High 
Court Pet April 27 Ord Min 


Greer, ALexanper, Newton, _ Manchester 
Ord May 24 
Hanns, Faupenice Wituiam, he Confectioner Dud- 
Pet Ord May 26 


ley May 14 
aa Gascoicys, _—— Solicitor Swansea Pet 


ace Liverpool Pet 


21 Ord May 27 
Hiern, Cary, Barbican, i Preniastanes High Court Pet 
May 12 Ord May 
James, wm hag Newlyn in ape, Cornwall, Groser 


Truro Pet May 27 Orda 

Owzn, Daviv, Ashton under An Ashton under Lyne 
Pet May 25 Ord May 25 

Ruiw, Eomunv Joun James, Herne, Kent, Licensed Vic- 
tualler Canterbury Pet May 26 Ord May 26 

















i A tb be 4 ue 


se rm . POL I &F Zee 


“= ) 


Seeons, 











898. 


Hastings 
eed Factor 


| Hewrrr, 
y % Ord 


Newport, 
n, Butcher 
et May 23 
st Oxford 
t Birken- 
Merchant 





Travelling 
23 : 
ler High 


ler Port- 


igh Court 
| Pet May 
rover Gt 
ockton on 
nufacturer 
% May 21 
+t May 23 
et May 21 
, Milliners 
bury Pet 
ceter Pet 
-ontypridd 
ker Shef- 
idge Pet 
yngor Pet, 
er Ports- 
irkenhead 
net Maker 
, Butcher 
et May 24 
ristol Pet 
d in the 

ay7 Ord 


djud Deo 


rer York 
rdiff Pet 
, Farmer 
ndal Pet 
Pet May 
Kingston 
‘pool Pet 
lisle Pet 
mmission 
Warwick 
Pet May 
ect High 
sachester 
er Dud- 
wea Pet 
yurt Pet 
li, Groser 
der Lyne 
sed Vic- 
J 


















‘ Scurotier, WitiaM, 
Pet Ma: Ord 
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Sonoies, Roczr Waxp, Bolton, Wholesale Clothier Bol- 
ton Pet May 26 Ord May 26 
— Manchester 


, aE, Deahchne nr Bradford, Farmer Brad- 

Bro: Wine rm = Be Age py General 
we, WILLIAM _ 
Merchant et oF Ord Ma 

Unperwoop, Agraocr, Teton’ Straw Hat ated 
Luton Pet May 26 Ord May 


Wetter, A Czorm, Westbourn A Accountant High 
Pet May5 Ord May 26 


Sowers, 


Youne, Joux Wituarp, South Kensington, Company Pro- 
moter High Court’ Pet March 19° Ord May 26” 
FIRST MEETINGS. 


Asranaus, Henny, Kingston upon Hull, Cycle Manufac- 
turer June 7 at 11 Off Re, Trinit House in Hall 

—_« % ~ Witurau Upror, Biarri og te 

BaxkeEwe., Ousaaes yey alsall, Pursemaker June 
8at 10.30 Off Rec, W: 


Baxtuett, Fat oe a eumage Ms Manufacturer June 9 


at 9.30 8, Castle st, 
Bisuop, , Hh S., ie Rent, a Benbes June 9 at 9 
Ree, 73, Castle st, Canterbury 


Boutpsn, Wiitam, Boughton ar Blean, Kent, Wheel- 


June 9 at 9.45 Off Rec, 73, Castle st, Canter- . 


bury 
Brapvey, Caartes, Ashton under Lyne, Grocer June 8 
= at 2.30 x sen Bosom ee F 
warps, Witu1aM Arruur, Bloxwich, Tailor’s Manager 
Junes at 11.30 Off Rec, Walsall 
Blacksmith June 


eer ~ wo} L , Cardi 
8 al Off Reo, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 

Farr, he Stratford upon Avon, Baker 
1.30 County Court Offices, Jury st, Wi 

Gare, ALExanpgr, Newton, Man a June 10 at 3.30 
Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Hariey, Caarces Cutrrorp, age Sussex, Baker 
yon 8 at 12.15 Mr Parris, 65, High st, Tunbridge 


Haytor, Freperick, Goudhurst, Kent, Baker June7 at 
3.30 Young & Sons’, Bank bid sepinanantent 





June 8 at 


James, Rronanp Parys, Newlyn in ‘Paul, Cornwall, 
. Grocer June 9at 12° Of } Boscawen st, Truro 
Lioyp, Wii.1am, Tisensod? Victualler 


June 7 at 1.20 Market Hall, Festiniog 
Watrex Tour, Gt Winchester st June7 at 12 


Manrrtiy. 
Moreton, Was Didgs, Ga , nr {Knutsford June 10 
at 2.30 Off Ree, 
Maker June 


Byrom st, 

Nigxp, Taomas, Cheshire, Cabinet 

Zatli Off Rec, 23, Edward st, Macclesfield 
Hocgs, Seance, Walsall, June 8 atil Off Rec, 
seer — Py Bankruptcy Tides, Carey st 

une 

Owen, Davip, Ashton under Lyne June 8 at 3.30 Off 
Pirgn, Geores, Wardrobe Dealer June 8 at 


st 
Retr Joux Henry, Cheadle, Dealer June 7 at 
10.80 Off Rec, King st, Newcastle under Lyne 


SomRouer, Wiuuiam, Manchester, Engineer Jane 10 at 3 
8z. J, Ola J q Engineer June 8 at 12 
AVER, t .. ewry, Mining 


Carey st 
Saaw, Atraep, Brass Worker June 10 at 2 
Off Reo, 


lane, 
Vow Merten, Eur Fareprica Jutivs Honpart ALEXANDER, 
~» Warehouseman June 10 at 12 Bankruptcy 


warp Wittiam, Totterdown, Bristol, Butcher 
June 8 at 11.30 Off Baldwin st, Bristol 
Wikis, SyDuey Bankrupiy bigs, Garey = Stockbroker June 
9ati2 


Yenpert & rere A 2, Beate Agents June 9 
at 2.30 Bankruptcy Dawe Carey 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


i Joun Parrice, ue Butcher High 





Court Pet May6é Ord Ma: 





Ni 
April 15 Ord May 26 











NATIONAL DISCOUNT COMPANY, LIMITED, 


385, CORNHILI, LONDON, 5.0. 


Subscribed Capital, £4,233,326. 





Paid-up Capital, £846,665. 





iS CHALMERS. 
DMUND FOWLER. Ee DOXA’ [, Esq. 


DIRECTORS. 
WILLIAM JAMES THOMPSON, Esq., Chairman, 


| WILLIAM HANCOCK, Esq. 


QUINTIN HOGG, Esq. 


Reserve Fund, £460,000, 


sere CAMERON NORMAN, Esq. 
JOHN FRANCIS OGILVY, Eaq. 
AUGUSTUS SILLEM, Esq. 


Auditors: JAMES MORTON BELL, Esq.; JOSEPH GURNEY FOWLER, Esq. (Messrs. Price, Waterhouse, & Co.). 


Manager : CHARLES HENRY HUTCHINS, Esq. 


Sub-Manager : LEWIS BEAUMONT, Esq. 


: CHARLES WOOLLEY, Esq. 


Bankers: BANK OF ENGLAND; THE UNION BANK OF LONDON, LIMITED. 





Approved Mercantile Bills Discounted. Loans granted upon Negotiable Securities. 
Money received on Deposit, at Call and Short Notice, at the Current Market Rates, and for 


Longer 


eriods upon Terms to be Specially Agreed upon. 


Investments in and Sales of all descriptions of British and Foreign Securities effected. 








MARINE AND GENERAL MUTUAL LIFE OFFICE. 


Full Bonus is paid on 


ENDOWMENT 


ASSU RANCES 


When maturing between two divisions of profits instead of an interim bonus. 
For other attractions see Prospectus, 


BONUS 


Per cent, per annum on whole life policies of five years’ standing has been paid for last twenty years, and 


£2 10s. 


A LARGE UNDIVIDED SURPLUS REMAINS. 


HEAD OFFICE: 


14, LEADENHALL STREET, LONDON, E.C. 





A W.—Wanted, by a Young Solicitor 

(Honours), at present with City Firm, Managing 
London preferred), with view to ultimate 
Purchase of Share; experience of City and West-end Prac- 
tice, chiefly Conveyancing and Common Law; able to act 
without a. —Apply, R. C. D., 45, Bt. Quintin- 
avenue, North Kensington. 


AW.—Wanted, by Solicitor (aged 24, 


goood Fin Ooe 1898), Conv: cing or General 
Clerkship.—Apply, - Lewis, Tanthina Vicarage, 
Letterston, R. OBO: Pe Pemb: wobeshize. 








GOLISITOR desirous of increasing his con- 

nection, would Purchase a Sound Practice or Succes- 
sion in the City; could take over existing offices.—R. F., 
“ Solicitors’ Journal ” Office, 27, -lane. 





PROPERTY OWNERS, TRUSTEES, 
Rt by = “_Aidvertioer, who has for several 
buted, seeks another od pe, Bouter, Agent, or  Seortary 


feaston Ww. t, tors Journal” ” Office, 
— VE ; ae 
lane, W.C. 





QOLICrOR ( in practice in Ww. C. district 

wishes to enter into a Partnershi See Oe wee would 

ay af a ‘Bolicitors’ 
SOLICITORS. — ree Rec uired 
throughout the Waid ton ¢ res 

not represented.—. 


to the Secannese of , - Cem end 
(Limrrep), 9, St. "s-court, London, E.C. 
SOLICITORS.—£36—Freehold Ground - 
rrumm'cnch; lesbos euntain ‘sclicieor’s Too, rental £40 





uae 


per annum each ; leeses contain itor’s = we 

purchase; principals y.—Messrs. 

MUND » en cHaRDsoN & San,” Sareapen, Surveyors, 50, Finsbury- 
square, E.C. ae 





IREEHOLD GROUN D-RENTS ‘for Sale.— 
Ten Residences of a 


or 47,183.—-Messre. < Coores & 


PARTHER Wanted wi A £400 for 
Continental business ( 3 AO gn to 


“Anglo- 
Paris ; for a Er 


Pans, Satieinees" Journal,” 27, (= Be an nue 


to 
in eines ee 


JE Cincis ,000 REVERSION for Sale, secured in 
ont Reais 5 Me cont 68, exiiest 

whlch is £10 si — pany 
Auctioneers, way-road, High- 


(G2.20 Rope pc. casey 
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ONSDALE-CHAMBERS, 27, Chancery- 
W.C.—To Solicitors, and Others. 
— 5 matey 
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INCORPORATED LAW 


SOoOciET wy. 


LEGAL EDUCATION. 


Tux Covncit invite attention to the following scheme of education, adopted 
n 1892 with the object of affording assistance to Articled Clerks. 

For the benefit of Clerks resident in London or who are able to atteni, 
these classes are held and Tutors give advice and assistance at the Hall of the 
Law Society. 

To those Clerks who are articled at a distance from large towns systematic 
{nstruction with advice and help is given, and a course of preparation 
through the post has been formulated. 

POSTAL INSTRUCTION. 

In the case of students who have not passed the Intermediate Examination 
the instruction is by means of monthly papers, and deals with the selected 
portions of Stephen's Commentaries. 

For those who have passed the Intermediate Examination instruction is 
afforded by fortnightly papers, and embraces the following subjects: Equity, 
Conveyancing, Common Law, Bankruptcy, Criminal and Magisterial Law, 
Probate, Divorce, Admiralty, and Ecclesiastical Law. 

These papers both before and after the Intermediate Examinations are 
varied each year, so that students who may subscribe for more than one 
year’s tuition receive additional assistance. 

These courses may be commenced at any time, but the Tutors recommend 
that the Intermediate course should be commenced at an early stage of the 
Articles, and the Final course soon after the Intermediate Examination has 
been 


Books can be obtained from Messrs. Stevens & Sons, or other law lending 
library, for a subscription of a guinea and a-half to cover the course of work 
forthe Final Examination, and Stephen’s Commentaries can be supplied to 
either Class of Postal Subscribers, at a subscription of one guinea, on 
applicaticn to the Tutor, Dr. West. 

CLASS INSTRUCTION. 

Class instruction is also provided on the selected portions of Stephen's 
Commentaries and the subjects above named, and it is recommended that the 
classes should be joined after the expiration of a course of Postal instruction, 
Students can join the classes at any time, the fees being proportionate to the 
length of attendance. 

Rooms are provided where subscribers may study, and books are supplied 
without extra charge, 

Periodical test examinations are held by the Tutors. 

The Classes for Intermediate Students are held in the Hall of the Society 
on three afternoons in each week during the following periods: August to 
November ; October to January ; oe ; March to June. 

Students may subscribe for successive c , 





on four 


Classes for Final Students are held at the Hall of the Societ 
periods anuary ; 


afternoons each week during the following periods: August to 
January to June. 

These periods afford five months’ class preparation, and students are 
advised to subscribe for a full course, and certainly for not less than three 
months, otherwise the work must necessarily be hurried. 

Students may join the classes either before or after the Intermediate 
Examination without subscribing to the course of Postal instruction, but it 
© snemnenion that they should avail themselves of both modes of in- 
struction. 

Subscribers to either Postal or Class instruction have the opportunity of 
consulting the Tutors upon the work of the course in personal interview or 
by letter at any time. 

RESULTS AND HONOURS. 

The results obtained have been satisfactory. At each of the last twelve 
examinations pupils have obtained honours, and the pe of passes is 
a high one, exceeding 85 cent. of between two and three hundred pupils 
who last presented ~ dno for examination. It has happened on several 
occasions that all Class pupils have been successful, and the same has 
occurred in the case of subscribers to the Correspondence Courses. 

TUTORS. 

Equity, Conveyancing, Common Law, Bankruptey—J. Oanrzr Harzison, 
30, Bedford-row, W.C. 

Criminal and Law, Probate, Divorce, Admiralty, and 
Ecclesiastical Law, Stephen’s Commentaries—Leonarp H. Wast, LL.D., 
19, Southampton-buildings, Chancery-lane, W.O. 

After Inter. 


FEES. yet ea Examination, 


Examination. 
Subscription to postal instruction (12 months) £4 4 Q | (12 months) 
Subscription to Postal instruction (2 years) 6 6 0| (2 years) 
Class instruction (3 months) = = (5 months) 
For those who have previously subscribed for 
Postal instruction ... eee ne eee 
Class instruction (6 months) ... ome oe 
For those who have previously subscribed for 
Postal instruction ... ins me som 
For three months’ Class instruction one see goo — 
For those who have previously subscribed for Postal instruction 
Cheques and Post Office Orders should be made payable to the Secret 
and crossed ‘‘ Messrs. Barcuay & Co., Liwirzp.’’ 
Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane. 


44 
33 hos las 
77 (4 months) 





£6 
8 
9 
7 
8 
6 
7 








SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION, } 


For the Relief of Poor and Necessitous Solicitors and Proctors in England and Wales, and their Wives, Widows, and Families. 





(INSTITUTED 1858.) 





THE THIRTY-EIGHTH ANNIVERSARY FESTIVAL 


OF THIS ASSOCIATION WILL BE HELD AT THE 


HOTEL METROPOLE (WHITEHALL ROOMS), LONDON, 
On WEDNESDAY, the 15th JUNE, 1898, at Seven o’clock p.m. precisely. 


JOSEPH ADDISON, Esq., in the Chair. 


LIST OF STEWARDS. 
F, Foss, Esq., London. 
Lewis Fry, Esq., M.P., Bristol. 
Wx. Goppen, Esq., LL.B., London. 
W. Gowarp Gray, Esq., London. 
J. Roczr B. Grecory, Esq., London. 
H. E. Gripste, Esq., London. 
Samvzyt Harzts, Esq., Leicester. 
B. F. Hawxstey, Esq., London. 
A. Hepzr, Esq., M.P., Whitehaven. 
T. J. Hoorrr, Exq., Biggleswade. 
J. W. Howuert, Esq , Brighton. 
Joun Hunter, Eeq., London. 
F. H. Janson, Eeq., London. 
CO. E. Jongs, Esq., London. 
Henry Krusee, Esq., M.P., London. 
B. G. Laxg, Eeq., London. 
L. W. Lewis, Esq., Walsall. 
Sir Gzorce H. Lewis, London. 
Epwiy Low, Esq., London. 


FP] 
Phe] 


. ALLEN, Esq., London. 

. J. D. Anprew, Esq., London. 
. T. Arxrvson, Esq., Selby. 

. 8. Bratz. Esq., London. 

. Brvir, -» Wootton Bassett. 
J. Brace, Esq., Cheadle. 

. F. Buaypy, Erq., Reading. 

- Dotuine Botton, Esq., M.P., London. 
. Hotms Bowser, ., London. 

E. J. Bristow, Esq., London. 

J. Wrerurp Bupp, Esq., London. 

G. Roppam Burn, Esq., London. 

Grorcse Carrick, -» Wisbech. 

H. Morrsn Corron, Esq.. London. 

8. Cozzns-Harpy, Esq., Norwich. 

H. H. Crawrorp, Esq., London. 

Franx Crisp, Esq., LL.B., J.P., London. 
R. RB. Dugs, Esq., Newcastle-on-Tyne. 
GrantHam R. Dopp, Esq., London. 

R. Ex.zrt, Esq., Cirencester. 


a 


am 


ons 





Tuomas Manrsuatt, Esq., Leeds. 
M. F. Monrer-Witu1ams, Eaq., London. 
H. Turton Norton, Esq., London. 
Sr Tuomas Parxz, London. 
R, Pensrnorton, Esq., J.P., London. 
T. J. Prrrrexp, -» London. 
E. L. Rowcurersg, -, London. 
Freperick Sxerrretp, Esq., London. 
T. Sxewes-Cox, Esq., M.P., Richmond. 
C. Locxe Smruzs, ., London. 
Srpngy Sairn, Esq., London. 
T. H. Sreruens, Esq., Cardiff. 
R. 8. Taytor, Esq., London. 
RK. W. Twsepiz, Esq., London. 
Henry Tyerewu, Esq., London. 
W. Metmorn Watrers, Esq., London. 
} CO. Ponsonsy Wimer, Esqg., London. 
Grorce Wincu, Esq., Chatham. 
| Harry Woopwarp, Esq., London. 








The Secretary will be happy to sy from members of the profession who may desire to add their names to the above List of Stewards. 
to 


Donations and Subscrip included on the Festiv. 


List are earnestly solicited. 


Dinner Tickets (258. each) may be obtained of any of the Stewards, or at the Offices of the Association, 9, Olifford’s-inn, London, E.O. 


J. T. SCOTT, Secretary. 








